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HITHERTO IT APPEARS to have been understood in the 
profession that applications for stop orders are to be 
made by summons at chambers, only where the person 
whose fund or interest is to be affected consents or joins 
in the application, and that in other cases the application 
must be made by petition. A practice to this effect is 
laid down in all the modern Chancery text-books: see 
Daniel’s Chancery Practice, Vol. 2, p. 1532, Seton on 
Decrees, p. 45, and Morgan’s Chancery Acts and Orders, 
p.507. But Vice-Chancellor Malins, in the suit of Wrench 
vy. Wynne, which came on in the shape of a summons 
adjourned from chambers asking for a stop order upon 
certain funds in Court to the credit of the cause, has 
recently decided that, even though opposed and without 
the consent of the person whose fund or interest is 
intended to be affected, the application may be made to 
chambers, and need not necessarily be by petition. The 
case is reported in the current number of the Weekly 
Reporter. 

Ina branch of Equity jurisdiction so extensively 
resorted to as this, it is very important that a sound rule 
of practice should be laid down, but it is of still greater 
importance that there should be sume rule, and that the 
tule, whatever it may be, should be uniform in all the 
four courts. On this account the conclusion arrived at 
by Vice-Chancellor Malins in Wrench v. Wynne deserves 
immediate notice. A stop order confers, as the Vice- 
Chancellor observed, no right; but the priorities of stop 
orders may determine future rights. The applications for 
astop order are intrinsically of much moment, and their 
great number renders it exceedingly desirable that they 
should be governed by uniform rules. 

Ithas certainly been for several years understood, and 
the understanding acted upon, that stop orders are to be 
applied for in chambers, in consent cases, and in court, 
by petition, in the others. But when we search for the 
authority originating the practice and justifying the 
dicta in the text-books cited above, we find by no means 
that which we should anticipate. Of the four cases 
cited on the point in all the books, three, viz., Z’e Miller, 
6W. R. 238, Re Nowell, 11 W. R. 896 and Lister v. 
Tidd, 15 W. R. 97, are scarcely in point, and the fourth, 
ceaeeen v. Harrison, 1 W. R. 140, does not enjoin such 
arule, 

The matter stands thus. The 15 & 16 Vict. c. 80, 
& 11, enacts that the Master of the Rolls and the 
Vice-Chancellors are to despatch in chambers “such 
business as can, without detriment to the public advan- 
tage arising from the discussion of questions in open 
court, be heard in chambers, according to the directions 
hereinafter in that respect specified or referred to.” 
Section 26 specifies the matters to be taken in chambers, 
adding, “and such other matters as each such judge 
may from time to time see fit, or as may from time to 
time be directed by any General Order.” None of the 
General Orders since made have prescribed what stop 
orders are or are not to be applied for in chambers, 
and Oons, Ord. xxvi, r, 1 (1841), in dealing with the 
costs of stop orders made without notice to the assigneo 
of any party entitled to mshare in the fund, leaves 














them “at the discretion of the Court or judge in chambers 
as the case may be.” 

It appears, therefore, that it has been left to the 
absolute discretion of the individual judges to say what 
stop orders they would grant in chambers, and what only 
in court. So far as this we entirely acquiesce in Vice- 
Chancellor Malins’ observations. 

As to the dicta in the books, and the general under- 
standing between the the judges and the profession, we 
have no origiral authority except Edmonson vy. Harrison 
(ubi sup.), where Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, in January, 
1853, is reported to have said, upon an application by 
petition, that “in future, in the ordinary case of assignor 
and assignee concurring, or where no objection was 
made, all these matters would be disposed of by sum- 
mons in chambers. This had only recently been de- 
termined upon, but he wished it now to be generally 
understood.” Whether Vice-Chancellor Kindersley here 
referred to an arcangement made between all the four 
judges, or by himself alone, does not quite appear, 
though the phraseology would rather point to the former. 
But an arrangement that certain stop orders should be 
taken in chambers only would imply that the rest should 
be taken in court, and it is certain that since the date 
of this case the rule that opposed orders shall 
be applied for in chambers, and unopposed ones in 
court, has been adopted in all four courts. It is, as 
Vice-Chancellor Malius treats it, not a rule binding the 
discretion committed to the individual judge in the 
matter ; but itis arule which, having been universally 
adopted, ought not to be discarded except on urgent 
cause. The very fact of the rule having become, as the 
Vice-Chancellor admits, the uniform practice of the 
Court is the reason why, as it appears to us, he— 
in the exercise of his discretion—should have chosen to 
adopt it. In his decision, to which we refer the 
reader, the Vice-Chancellor, while agreeing that it is 
“of the highest importance that that which has become 
general practice should be adhered to,” resolves on dis- 
carding it in his own court, on the ground, apparently, 
that it isa bad rule. Now, waiving entirely the argu- 
mentum o@ hominem arising from the fact that five 
other equity judges of concurrent jurisdiction have in- 
dicated, by acting upon the rule, that they did not hold 
this opinion, we cannot see why this rule is, as the 
Vice-Chancellor styles it, “not sustainable in practice.” 
It is not necessary to detail and discuss the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s reasons for thinking it so, because they may be 
more shortly disposed of by saying that, even if we 
could acquiesce in them, which we cannot, they 
would merely go to show that it is not inconvenient to 
make stop orders generally in chambers. But some- 
thing far stronger than this was needed to justify an 
abandonment of a practice which has universally ob- 
tained. We think, therefore, that Vice-Chancellor 
Malins exercised his discretion very indiscreetly. 

It is to be hoped that a General Order will be issued 
to settle the practice uniformly one way or the other. 
That the practice should be uniform is the most impor- 
tant consideration of all; moreover, where an application is 
made in court, which might have been made in cham- 
bers, the party making it loses his costs, a consideration 
which adds to the inconvenience introduced by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins’ decision. 





DURING THE LAST FEW WEEKS there have been many 
applications at judges’ chambers for particulars of the 
charges contained in election petitions. 

There has been some doubt as to the time within which 
particulars of bribery and treating, which are usually 
alleged in these petitions, are to be given, The old 
practice in these cases before the Committee of the House 
of Commons was that particulars of corrupt practices 
should be given at the time the case was opened before 
the Election Committee. 





Willes, J., was understood last month to have decided 
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that such particulars shouid be given six days before the 
trial. Subsequently, however, it was settled that the 
practice in ordinary cases should be to give particulars 
three days only before trial, and many orders have been 
drawn upinthis form. It is now reported, however, 
that Martin, B., has expressed an opinion that particulars 
should not be furnished so long as three days before 
the trial. Sothat there seems still tobe some uncer- 
tainly on this point. 

In ordinary legal proceedings it would seem clear 
that three days before trial would be rather a short 
notice for such serious charges as corrupt practices. It 
appears, however, to be very generally thought that the 
corruption which is too prevalent at elections may even 
be extended to subsequent legal proceedings, and that 
those who have not feared to break the law at an elec- 
tion will not hesitate to tamper with witnesses after the 
election is over. 

Keogh, J., in Ireland, in the case of the Drogheda 
Election Petition, has refused to order the petitioner to 
give particulars of alleged acts of intimidation, and 
undue influence, on the ground that “if such practices 
were resorted to at the election, is it to be imagined that 
the same practices would not prevail to prevent detec- 
tion?” The learned judge was of opinion that the open- 
ing statement of the petititioner’s council would give, 
substantially, all necessary particulars. 

The question whether £1,000 or £2,000 is the proper 
security when two members are petitioned against in one 
petition under section 22 of the Parliamentary Elections 
Act, 1868, is, we believe, likely to come before the Court 
of Common Pleas early next term. 

The first trial in England, under the new Act, will be 
at Windsor on Tuesday next, the 12th of January, when 
Willes, J. will commence the hearing of the Windsor 
Election Petition. 





In JANUARY, 1867, the topic of an alteration in the 
law of real property was much canvassed, the point being 
brought before the public by Mr. Fawcett, under the 
question—Shall we have Free Trade inland ? A kindred 
question is now mooted, or rather revived, relating tothe 
law of Primogeniture, by which, under an intestacy, real 
estate descends to the heir, while property of every other 
description is divided among the next of kin. Last 
year the correspondence in the papers was of settle- 
ments and entails; this year the correspondents, on whom 
the mantle of their predecessors has fallen, have hung it 
on another peg; the question, however, has substantially 
the same drift. 

We will for the present leave to political economists 

the question whether or no a subdivision of land is de- 
tirable, contenting ourselves with a few practical con- 
aderations which naturally suggest themselves to the 
coind of the lawyer conversant with the devolution and 
administration of property. Nor shall we, in this in- 
stance, discuss the question of hardship, as resulting 
from the present law of inheritance ab intestato. 

“ Abolition of the law of Primogeniture” is a vague 
phrase, and, according to its interpretation, may mean 
widely different things, a difference which, if the phrase 
is ever to be embodied in legislation, will simply be the 
difference between an Act simplifying the succession to 
land, and an Act increasing the difficulty, technicality, 
and expense of conveyancing. 

We may take it for granted that no measure rendering 
it compulsory on testators to sub-divide their lands 
would have the ghost of a chance of passing our Legis- 
lature. Any assimilation to those provisions of the Code 
Napolton which compel every man to distribute his 
property among his next of kin to a certain extent, 
would be about as unpopular a measure as any statesman 
could devise, and such an interference with the power of 
doing what we like with our own as would never be 
sanctioned by the popular voice in England. With this 
feeling we cordially agree. It is a mere truism to say 





= 
that the right of doing what we like with our own doeg 
not, or should not, extend to acts detrimental to 
community : on this principle proceed the Thellusg, 
Act, the law against perpetuities, and other provisions o 
our own law. But to make a distribution compu] 
would answer no good pufpose, while it would w 

to a sad extent one of the most powerfnl incentives to 
industry and thrift. We may therefore lay this onto 
the question. 

As to the extent to which a measure making req 
estate descendible to the next of kin instead of to the 
heir would favour the sub-division of land ; its operat; 
being essentially confined to intestacies, would of cours 
be less extensive than some have imagined. We ap 
not, however, now concerning ourselves with this, ang 
shall therefore pass over the consideration of a certain 
moral influence upon testators which an alteration iy 
the law has been conjectured to involve. But it jg 
beyond dispute that the present law of succession t 
real estate, ab intestato, does throw some very seriou 
obstacles in the way of the sale and purchase of land, 
by increasing the doubtfulness, the complicati 
and the expense of investigating titles. Beyond this, 
it frequently entails heavy expenses upon trust funds 
whenever an executor, ora sole trustee dies intestate, 
where the trust property isa mixed fund, viz., by render. 
ing two processes and two sets of parties necessary 
to the vesting of the trust property in a new trustee, 
Similarly in cases of mortgage. Now, if the “ Abo 
lition of Primogeniture” is fo mean merely ap 
enactment that, under intestacy, real estate shall pass to 
the next of kin, the effect of such an Act would be 
simply to augment these evils tenfold. But if supple- 
mented by provisions enabling executors, administrators, 
or trustees to deal with the realty as they now deal with 
personalty, such an enactment would, on the contrary, 
admirably simplify and cheapen conveyancing, and 
benefit children and other cestui qui trusts by diminish 


-ing the expenses of administering their trust funds, 


Moreover, as the law now stands an administrator may 
summarily dispose of the whole of the intestate’s per- 
sonal property in order to discharge the debts. But if 
that fund prove insufficient, he cannot touch the real 
estate without the expense of a suit, unless the heir is 
willing to consent, which he generally is not. If, there- 
fore, such achange as we have indicated is to be made, 
this also ought to be taken into consideration. 

In framing any alteration of a system so compli- 
cated as the lawof real property, it is necessary that we 
should possess an exact comprehension of the existing 
law, so as to appreciate with necessary accuracy the 
effect which would be produced by any specified altera- 
tion. Fora random or insufficiently instructed legisla- 
tion on such a subject would beget the most unhappy 
consequences. We have, therefore, made the foregoing 
observations, in order to indicate the true posture of the 
matter, and remove some misapprehensions which we have 
noticed in the discussions carried on within the columns 
of our contemporaries. When Mr. Locke King’s bill is 
printed, we shall return to the subject again ; at present 
we have simply written to draw attention to certain 
considerations which stand in danger of being over- 
looked, 





WE OBSERVE, with some surprise, that a reprieve has 
been advised by the Home Secretary in the case of the 
convict Bisgrove, who was convicted at Taunton of the 
murder of a man named Cornish, at a place near Wells. 
Since his conviction Bisgrove confessed that he was the 
sole murderer in the case, and that he had dashed out 
Cornish’s brains with a heavy stone. Some people, how- 
ever, whose humanity we cannot but consider mistaken, 
interested themselves to obtain a commutation of the 
sentence, on the ground of the absence of premedita- 
tion. The respite proceeds, we must presume, on 
the ground that this cold-blooded murder was 
committed during insanity, temporary or perma 
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nent. It is stated that the respite has occasioned 
at dissatisfaction in the neighbourhood, and we can- 
not wonder at this. It is greatly to be deplored that 
the execution of the sentence in this case should have 
been interfered with. In our opinion, such a course is 
calculated to render the prerogative, with the adminis- 
tration of which the Home Secretary is entrusted, a 
curse instead of a blessing to the country. 





THE FACT that not only foreign ambassadors, but their 
suites and even their servants, are totally exempt from 
the civil and criminal jurisdiction of this country, seldom 
comes so prominently before the public as it did on Wed- 
nesday last, when Mr. Tyrwhitt was obliged to refuse to 
a young woman an order of affiliation against a servant 
ofthe French Ambassador. This important and exten- 
sive privilege, which has always existed by international 
law, is now regulated by the statute 7 Anne, c. 12, which 
enacts “‘ that for the future all writs and process whereby 
the person of any ambassador, or of his domestic servant, 
may be arrested, or his goods distrained or seized, shall be 
utterly null and void.” But it provides that the names 
of the ambassador’s servants must be registered with the 
Secretary of State, and by him transmitted to the sheriffs 
of London and Middlesex. Thereason of the Act being 

d was this: in the reignof Queen Anne an ambassa- 
dor of Peter the Great was arrested for a debt of £50. He 
complained to the Queen, and the persons concerned in 
the arrest, to the amount of seventeen, were committed 
to prison, prosecuted in the Queen’s Bench, and convicted 
of the facts by the jury, but the question of law was re- 
served, and never decided. Meantime the Czar demanded 
thatthe Sheriff of Middlesex and all parties concernedin the 
arrest should be put to death. The Queen informed him 
that to comply with this request was impossible; but, to 
satisfy him the Act was passed, and a copy, accompanied 
by a letter from the Queen, sent by envoy extraordi- 
nary to Moscow. The Czar accepted the apology, and 
— request the offenders were discharged from prose- 
cution. 

In the present case Mr. Tyrwhitt informed the ap- 
plicant that she should apply to the French ambassador 
to permit his servant to be proceeded against. When 
the servant of an ambassador does anything which 
would bring him, but for his privilege, within the juris- 
diction of the criminal courts of the country in which he 
is resident, in strictness the ambassador himself should 
try him and punish him, but, according to modern 
usage, one of these courses is adopted—either the am- 
bassador arrests the delinquent and sends him to be 
dealt with by the tribunals of his own country, or he 
permits the tribunals of the country where he is resi- 
dent to take cognizance of the case, or he discharges 
him from his service, when his privilege immediately 
ceases, and he becomes liable in the ordinary way. 





Ar BrussELs the Cour d’Appel has given judgment 
on the appeal of the Procureur-General from the decision 
of the Tribunal Correctionel in the affaire Doulton. The 
Tribunal Correctionel acquitted Mr. Doulton on the ground 
that it could take no cognizance of the offeace. The appeal 
court reverse this decision, acquitting the acoused of the 
offence. They find that the offence charged was committed, 
if committed at all, in Belgium, and, therefore, cognizable 
by Belgian courts, Then as to the merits of the case, 
“seeing that to constitute the offence of swindling there 
must be a combination of the following circumstances: — 
firstly, that there has been a use of false names or false 
titles; or ause of fraudulent manoeuvres; secondly, that 
one of those means has been employed in order to induce a 
belief in the existence of false enterprise, of a power or 
credit which was only imaginary, to create the hope orthe 
fear of success, of an accident or other chimerica! event, or 
to otherwise abuse confidence or credulity ; thirdly, thatuse 
hasbeen made of those mean§to cause to be handed over to 
the person using them money, personal property, obliga- 





tions, receipts, or discharges, with the object of appro- 
priating to one’s self something belonging to another; ” 
They find that Mr. Doulton was not guilty of anything 
amounting to “fraudulent manceuvres” towards the 
company, though in their opinions he committed the 
“ grave wrong of abusing the confidence with which he 
had inepired the company.” Mr. Doulton did not appear 


in response to the citation of the Court. 









THE SUMMONSES against Messrs. John Henry Gurney, 
Edmund Henry Gurney, Robert Birkbeck, Henry Ford 
Barclay, Harry George Gordon, and William Rennie, 
six of the directors of Overend, Gurney, & Co. (Limited), 
were returnable at Guildhall on the Ist ult, The hear- 
ing of the charge has since been proceeded with on 
several days, and again yesterday. Following our cus- 
tom of not discussing questions of fact while pending 
before legal tribunals, we shall suspend any observa- 
tions we may have to make upon this case, and wish 
some of our daily contemporaries could have prevailed 
on themselves to do the same. 


A LETTER addressed to the Times by Sir Charles Tre- 
velyan has re-opened, with all its fervour, the old contro- 
versy between the Thames Embankment and Carey-street 
Sites for the New Law Courts. As the matter is pretty 
sure to be brought before Parliament, we shall have 
ample opportunities of discussing it hereafter. 





MISINTERPRETATIONS OF THE JUDGMENT IN 
MARTIN v. MACKONOCHIE. 

Clerical, and it must be confessed some legal, critics 
have been making rather wild work of the judgment of 
the Judicial Committee in Martin v. Mackonochie. 
It may be well. therefore, to state once more what it does 
and what it does not decide. As to its actual and 
positive result, indeed, there is not much room for 
misapprehension, but, as we shall show, the inferences 
drawn from Lord Vairns’ language are in many in- 
stances wholly unwarranted. 

First, then, lighted candles on the communion table 
during the communion service, whether regarded simply 
as ornaments or as “ceremonies or parts of a ceremony,” 
are unlawful. Secondly, the celebrant must not kneel 
whilst he is reciting the prayer of consecration. These 
two propositions, and these only, are laid down judicially 
by the Court, But the terms in which they are enun- 
ciated are said by no less an authority than the Rev. T. 
W. Perry, one of the Royal Commissioners on Ritual, 
to involve the following important consequences: — 

1. That the Eucharistic vestments (viz., “a white alb 
plain with a vestment or cope ” for the priest, and “ albs 
with thuribles ” for the assistants) mentioned in the first 
Prayer-book of Edward VL, are the only lawiul ones to be 
used at the celebration of the communion. 

2, That the black gown and the black stole or scarf 
are illegal, not being prescribed in that book. 

3. That when there is no communion, the surplice 
(as ordered in the same book) is the only lawful vest- 
ment. 

If he be right, the Church Association will certainly be 
“hoist with their own petard,” for there is nothing they 
can desire less than to see the Ritualistic vestments de- 
clared not only allowable, but compulsory, and the time- 
honoured “Genevan"’ gown stigmatised as contrary to 
law. 
But, in truth, whether Mr. Perry's propositions be law 
or not law, they are not to be found in, nor can they be 
derived from, the recent judgment. The passage on which 
he bases them is that in which an “ entire concurrence” 
is expressed in the interpretation of the ornament rubric 
of the Prayer-book, given in the well-known case of 
Westerton v. Liddell, visz., that it is confined to ornaments 
of the church and the minister actually prescribed by the 
first Prayer-book of Edward VI. Now, theonly ornaments 
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of the minister there expressly prescribed are the alb 
and cope for the communion service, and the surplice 
for the other services of the church. Therefore, it is 
contended that these and these alone arelawful. When, 
however, we turn to the judgment itself, we find that 
the definition of “lawful ornaments” is wider than 
Mr. Perry supposes. It includes not only articles pre- 
scribed by the first Prayer-book, but also such articles 
as, though not expressly mentioned, are consistent with, 
and subsidiary to the service. Lighted candles, it was 
ruled, came within neither branch of the definition ; 
not within the first, because they were not prescribed ; 
not within the second, because they are neither necessary 
nor consistent with the service. But why, it may be 
asked, are they not as “consistent” with the service as 
a Genevan gown? The answer is given by Lord 
Cairns with unequivocal clearness :—“ A separate and 
independent ornament previously in use cannot be said to 
be consistent with a rubric which is silent as to it, and 
which by necessary implication abolishes what it does 
not retain.” If Mr. Perry and his friends, therefore, 
can prove that a black gown was in use in the second 
year of Edward VI., then and not otherwise it will be 
in pari casu with lighted candles. It need hardly be 
said that no such proof can be given. The Genevan 
gown was not used in the Church of England until 
after the Reformation had been completed. 

There can then be little doubt that the black gown may 
still be used in preaching by those clergy who choose to 
adopt it. But the question remains whether the 
“ Eucharistic vestments” prescribed by the first Prayer- 
book must not, during the communion service, be used 
also. On this point there is much to be said on both sides, 
but whatever may be the issue, if the matter is ever 
solemnly argued and decided, there is nothing inthe judg- 
ment in Martin v. Machonochie to render them compul- 
sory. Itisonething to say to aclergyman, ‘‘ You must 
use no ornament except whatis prescribed in a particular 
rubric,” and quite another to say, “ You must use, under 
the penalty of a criminal prosecution, all ornaments 
which are prescribed.” Moreover, the “ornament rubric ” 
may hereafter receive an even narrower construction 
than that which has been put upon it in Westerton v. 
Liddell and Martin v. Mackonochie. It may very 
possibly be eventually held only to include those orna- 
ments which were in the Church by authority of Parlia- 
ment in the second yearof Edward VI., and which 
had been retained and were in use at the time of the 
promulgation of the present Prayer-book. That this is 
its real meaning is the opinion of many distinguished 
lawyers, amongst whom it will be sufficient to mention 
Sir R. Palmer and Mr. Mellish: whether they are right, 
or wrong it is no part of our present purpose to inquire. 
We merely wish to point out that at present the very 
most that can be asserted of the recent decision is that 
it pronounces no opinion adverse to the use of the 
Eucharistic vestments, It falls far short of deciding that 
they must be adopted. 

Another very eminent divine has fallen into an error 
with regard to the real effect of Lord Cairns’ remarks on 
the subject of kneeling. The charge against Mr. 
Mackonochie, writes Dr. Pusey; could not have been 
substantiated, unless the Judicial Committee were right in 
holding (as they did hold) that the words“ all meekly 
kneeling,” in the rubric which immediately follows the 
prayer of consecration, apply alike to the people and the 
celebrant. But whatever be the true construction of the 
words matters nothing in Mr. Mackonochie’s case. The 
offence of which he was found guilty was that of kneel- 
ing during the prayer, and the ratio decidendi was that 
the rubric preceding the prayer expressly ordered him to 
stand, “Their Lordships entertain no doubt on the con- 
struction ofthis (i.c.,the prefatory) rubric, that the priest 
it intended to continue in one posture during the prayer 
- + » « #nd it appears to them equally certain that 
the pricet is to stand and not to kneel. . 
being, in their Lordshipw’ opinion, the proper construction 


» + + This | 
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lear that the respondent, by ty 
posture or change of posture which he has adoptej 
during the prayer, has violated the rubric and commit, 
an offence within the meaning of 13 & 14 Uar, 2, ¢ 4 
taken in connection with 1 Eliz. c.2.” Ib is plain frog 
this passage that the opinion expressed by the Commits, 
on the subsequent rubric is really beside the questig, 
altogether, and being “extra-judicial” will, if occasion 
should arise, be open to reconsideration. 

There is one other subsidiary matter to be noted with 
regard to the second proposition laid down by th, 
Council. It has been said to involve the necessity of th, 
minister who consecrates performing that act and. 
citing the consecration prayer with his back to the eo. 
gregation. We believe this inference to be entirely erp. 
neous. The decision is upon the posture, and not the 
position of the priest. Certainly, it does not dictats 
which way his face is to be directed, and whether hy 
faces east, south, or north (or even west), supposi 
the table replaced “in the body of the church,” ly 
would still, we conceive, be “ standing before the table” 

We need make no apology to our readers for the 
observations. It is important that they should he in 
possession of the actual points decided in this, the mos 
important ecclesiastical cause which has been tried of 
late years. The net result is, however, not great. With 
the accustomed caution of English judges, the Judicial 
Committee have carefully guarded themselves from 
dealing authoritatively with any questions except the 
two upon which their judgment was directly challengei, 


of the rubric, it is ¢ 





THE REPORT OF THE MARRIAGE LAW COM. 
MISSION. 
No. I. 

The local legislation in India have adopted recently a 
system of codifying the law under different heads; in 
pursuance whereof they have drawn up and promul- 
gated a Penal Code, and a Contract Code, and are about 
to pass into law an Evidence Code. Were the Imperial 
Legislature at home to follow in their steps in this re. 
spect, they would doubtless turn their attention in the 
first instance to codifying the laws relating to marriage, 
for the present state of the marriage laws in the United 
Kingdom is a disgrace to a civilized community. 

It must be noted that the laws affecting or respecting 
marriage range themselves in one of three great classes 
—those which regulate the method of contracting mar- 
riage, those which regulate the consequences of the con- 
tract when entered into, and those which refer to the 
determination of the vontract. Of the three classes of 
laws the first and second are most in need of amend- 
ment, and as regards these two the want is theoretically 
more urgent in the case of the first, "although practically 
in the case of the second. 

Parliament, deeming it doubtless too great task as to 
attack the whole system of marriage laws at once, 
elected to proceed with those falling within the first of 
the three classes previously mentioned, Ilence the ap- 
pointment in 1865 of a Royal Commission to “ inquire 
into and report upon the state and operation of the 
various laws now in force in the different parts of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland with re- 
spect to the constitution and proof of the contract of 
marriage, and the registration and other means of pre- 
serving evidence thereof; and also into the state and 
operation of the United Kingdom in relation to the 
marriages of European British subjects in India and the 


; colonies; and also into the state and operation of such 


of the laws of the United Kingdom as relate to the 
marriages of British subjects in foreign countries,”’ The 
Commissioners, fourteen in number, included Lord 
Chelmsford, Lord Cairns, Sir Roundell Palmer, Lord 





Hatherley, and Lord Justice Inglis. But it is observable 
that while England is represented by nine Commis- 
sioners, Ireland contributes but three, and Scotland 
only two, 

































































ee at > Sh er 





















NOt the 
dictate 
ether he 
1p posing 
ch,” he 
table” 
Or these 
1 be in 
he most 
tried of 
With 
udicial 
| from 
>pt the 
enged, 




















COM. 









































Jan. 9, 1869. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





183 








alee 

The Commissioners have been three years in settling 
their report, and they examined as witnesses, or received 
written opinions from, ninety-seven persons; but strange 
to say, although the report was not agreed to until 
July, 1868, there seems to have been no meeting of the 
Commissioners since April, 1867. 

It is desirable in the next place to examine the report 
in detail. It divides itself, for this purpose, into three 
distinct parts, each of which should be considered in 
turn ; they are, first, the summaries of the existing mar- 
riage laws of the three kingdoms ; second, the recom- 
mendations of the Commissioners as to the alterations in 
their opinion requisite ; third, what may be termed the 
appendices, comprising the law as to the marriage ‘of 
European British subjects in India, the colonies, and 
foreign countries, and also the dissents from the general 
tenor of the report. 

In the first place the report sets out epitomes of the 
marriage laws of England, Ireland, and Scotland. As to 
the law of England, the salient points noticed are the 
five different ways in which the contract of marriage 
can be entered into: with a religious ceremony after 
bans by an ordinary license, by a special license, or by 
the registrar’s certificate, or without a religious ceremony 
by the registrar’s certificate, and at his office. It is 
stated that one-seventh of the marriages in England are 
by ordinary license, and the same proportion by the regis- 
trar’s certificate, and that one-twelfth are contracted 
at the registry office. The system of registering mar- 
riages adopted, which “is found in practice to work 
easily and well, and to produce a very high degree of 
certainty and security in the proof of marriage,” is 
briefly set forth, and found to consist in civil as well 
as ecclesiastical registers being kept. 

As to the law of Ireland, the report states that 
there are four kinds of marriages, First, marriage by 
the Established Church ; second, Roman Catholic mar- 
tiages, when both parties are professing Romanists ; 
third, Presbyterian marriages, when one or both parties are 
professing Presbyterians ; fourth, marriages by regis- 
trar’scertificate. The first and fourth kinds of marriages are 
governed by substantially the same rules asin England. 
Roman Catholic marriages may be solemnized, either 
public or privately, at any time or place, and without 
any “ baus, license, notice, residence, or consent.” Pres- 
byterian marriages require bans, or a licence, as a condi- 
tion precedent. Registration in Ireland is substantially 
the same as in England, except for Roman Catholic 
marriages, when itis regulated by 26 & 27 Vict. ¢. 90. 

As to the law of Scotland, the report states that 
there are three kinds of marriages—(1) regular mar- 
riages ; (2) irregular marriages per verba de presenti ; 
(8) irregular marriages by promise subsequente copuld. 
Regular marriages are those by a minister of any deno- 
mination, after publication of bans in an Established 
Church ; but no particular form, time, or place is re- 
quisite. Irregular marriages of the first kind are where 
the parties, without previous publication of bans, and 
without the intervention of a minister, interchange con- 
sent to become husband and wife either “before a 
justice of the peace, or before a civil registrar, or before 
any unauthorised person taking upon himself to cele- 
brate marriages, or in the mest secret and private manner 
between the parties themselves, with or without 
witnesses, and with or without any subsequent open 
acknowledgment or matrimonial cohabitation.” Irregu- 
lar marriages of the second kind are contracted by “ mere 
carnal intercourse, if preceded by a written promise of 
future marriage, or by a promise afterwards confessed 
upon oath.’ The present proportion of irregular to regu- 
lar marriages registered is stated as one in a thousand, 
but all regular marriages are registered, whereas com- 
paratively few irregular ones are thus authenticated. Tho 
Scotch system of registration is, as to regular marriages, 
analogous to that presoribed by 26 & 27 Viot. o, 90, for 
Roman Catholic marridges in Ireland; irregular mar- 
riagos ostablished by conviction or decree must be forth- 











with registered; in other cases the parties may, within 
three months after marriage, jointly apply to the sheriff, 
who, on proof of the marriage, directs the proper officer 
to register it and grant a certificate thereof. 

Such being the state of the marriage laws of the three 
kingdoms, it is not to be wondered at that the Commis- 
sioners arrived at the opinion that it is highly desirabl= 
to reduce them to one uniform system if possible. In 
this they proceeded upon the evidence of several of the 
witnesses taken before them, and notably upon that of 
the present Lord Advocate, Mr. Moncrieff, who was 
examined at great length. He says, in one portion (p. 
61) of his evidence, ‘It startled ordinary readers in 
England to find that after running the course of the 
highest tribunals in the three kingdoms, it still remained 
a matter of controversy, if not of doubt, whether the par- 
ties in the Yelverton case were married or not. But the 
surprise thus created can hardly exceed the effect produced 
anywhere out of England by a state of the law under 
which a man divorced in Scotland could be transported 
for bigamy in England, or under which a man could be 
held illegitimate who was unquestionably legitimate in 
the country of his domicil.” This would be quite suffi- 
cient to justify the opinion which he propounds at the 
commencement of his evidence (p. 59)—“ No one can 
doubt the excessive inconvenience of having different 
systems of constituting the most important of all social 
relations prevalent in countries is nearly identical in 
character and interests, and so closely allied by natura! 
and political relations. The object of assimilation is im- 
portant and desirable beyond doubt. Butit is far from 
easy of attainment, and involves questions of the deepest 
social importance.” 

There is, howewer, a vast difference between an 
assimilation of the present legal systems of the three 
kingdoms and the setting up of a new uniform marriage 
law for the whole of the United Kingdom. In pursuance 
of assimilation either the English system would have to 
be extended to Scotland and Ireland, or the Scotch 
system to England and Ireland, or the Irish system to 
England and Scotland: of course, in eithec case, making 
such alterations as might be absolutely necessary, but 
not creating a new system. The English law is, however, 
too complex to suit Ireland, the Irish law too uncertain to 
suit England, and the Scotch law too lax to suit either of 
the other kingdoms. It is obvious, therefore, that it 
would be far preferable to build up out of the best parts 
of the present laws of the three kingdoms, with the aid 
of the experience of the past as to their operation, a new 
system of marriage law applicable uniformly tothe whole 
of the United Kingdom. This is what the Commis- 
sioners unanimously recommend in their report, for, 
although Lord Justice Inglis dissents from his colleagues, 
as will afterwards be seen, as to the abandoning one 
fundamental principle of the present Scotch marriage 
law, he does not, as it seems, wish that it should be re- 
tained for Scotland alone, but that it should be extended 
in its operation to the whole of the United Kingdom. 


RECENT DECISIONS. 


HOUSE OF LORDs. 
REPUDIATION OF SHARES—VARIATION. 
Downes v. Ship and Another, HL. 17 W. R. S34. 

This was an appeal from the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Chancery in Stip's case, 18 W. R. 599, a case 
which every lawyer remembers as ¢4e case cited in every 
share repudiation case up to the judgment of the House 
of Lords in the Orerend § Gurney case, The House of 
Lords affirm the decision of the Court below, upon the 
short ground of a personal objection to the appellant, 
leaving the merits untouched. The original application 
was by motion under the 35th section of the Companies 
Act, 1862, to have Mr, Ship's name struck off the regis- 
ter, on the ground of a material variation in the memoe- 
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randum of association from the objects of the company 
as set out in the prospectus, on the footing of which 
Vice-Chancellor Wood 
ordered the name to be struck off (13 W. R. 450) 


he had applied for his shares. 


and the Lords Justices (Knight-Bruce and Turner 
affirmed his decision. The appeal to the House o 


Lords was by a director of the company, one of the 
very persons who issued and signed the prospectus in 


question, and the House of Lords, being of opinion tha 


there was a material variation between the articles and 
the prospectus, held that the authors of the prospectus 
were personally estopped from contending that Ship 
ought to be held to the shares taken on the faith of it. 
Thus the merits of the case are entirely untouched by 
the decision of their Lordships, and the Lords Justices’ 


decision on the merits is unaffected by the appeal. 


There are, however, some observations by Lords Cran- 


worth and Chelmsford upon the subject of laches, which 


though perfectly extra-judicial, deserve to be read with 


attention. From these observations it would seem that 


had the appeal been by the official liquidator, or by any 
person with clean hands, their Lordships would have 
held that Mr. Ship, by remaining quiet for six months 


after the appearance of the memorandum of association 


had forfeited his right to be relieved of the shares, and 
that upon the merits of the case they would have re- 


versed the oft cited decision in Ship’s case. 


EQUITY, 


LIABILITY OF SEPARATE PROPERTY FOR PECUNIARY 


ENGAGEMENTS, 
Butler vy. Cumpston, V.C.M., 17 W. R. 24. 


It may be interesting to trace the growth of the 
modern doctrine that the separate estate of a married 


woman is bound by debts and pecuniary engagements 
contracted for herself upon the credit of her separate 
estate as fully as her general estate would be if she were 
unmarried. When Lord Thurlow decided, in Hulme v. 
Tenant, 1 Bro. C. C. 16," that a married woman’s bond 
should bind her separate estate, and expressed an opinion 
that the Court which allows a married woman to have 
separate estate ought to make that estate liable to her 
general engagements—as, for instance, the payment of 
debts—his decision established a step in advance of the 
ancient law. Yet, though Lord Cottenham, in Owens v. 
Dichenson, 1 Cr. & Ph. 48, approved of Lord Thurlow’s 
dictum, and showed the fallacy of the reasons assigned 
for making separate estate liable to a married woman’s 
pecuniary engagements only where they operated as 
appointments of such estate, yet, until recently, the 
Court, which had long conceded to married women the 
rights of a feme sole, quoad the enjoyment of their sepa- 
rate estate, steadily refused to grant them the other 
capacity of a feme sole, namely, that of binding their 
estate by their general pecuniary engagements. A 
married woman’s instrument under seal, or her promis- 
sory note, was viewed years ago as amounting to an 
appointment of so much of her separate property (Norton 
v. Zurvill, 2 P. Wms, 144), even where no reference was 
made toit. At the present day, however, this distinc- 
tion is exploded, and such instruments and notes, as well 
as all contracts written or verbal of every description, bind 
the separate property, provided there be an intention on 
the part of the married woman to bind it, without being 
regarded as in the nature of appointments affecting her 
separate property. 

The growth of this rule was considered by Sir R. T. 
Kindersley, V.C., whose judgments have contributed in 
no small degree to the establishment of the law on 
ite present footing, in Vaughan v. Vanderstegen, 2 
W. B. 29%, 2 Dr. 165. Since the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Johnson v. Gallagher, 9 W. R. 506, 3 D. F. 
J, 494, there has been no doubt of a married woman’s 





* See Lord Romilly’s observations on this case, Shattock v. 
Bhattock, 14 W. it. 600, L. BR. 2 Eq. 190, si sas 
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capacity to bind her estate by her general pecuniary ep. 
gagements as well as by instruments under seal or special 
contract. “If a married woman,” says Sir R. T. Kiz. 
dersley, in Mrs. Matthewman’s case, 15 W. R. 146, L, BR 
8 Eq. 787, “ having separate property, enters into a pecy. 
niary engagement, whether by ordering goods or other. 
wise, which (if she were a feme sole) would constitute 
her a debtor, and in entering into such engagement she 
t | purports to contract not for her husband, but for herself, 

and on the credit of her separate estate, and it was g9 
intended by her, and so understood by the person with 
whom she is contracting, that constitutes an obligation 
for which the person with whom she contracts has the 
right to make her separate estate liable.” Two things, 
therefore, are necessary in order to bind the sepa. 
rate estate—(!) that the married woman should in. 
tend to bind it; and (2) that the party with whom 
she is contracting should understand that she intends to 
do so; and it will be for the Court to determine in every 
, | case from the circumstances whether or not such inten. 
tion and understanding existed. Thus, Sir W. Page 
Wood, V.C., in Bolden vy. Nicholay, 31 Jur. N. S. 804, said 
that where a married woman evinces a clear intention to 
, | take a debt upon herself, it will be assumed that she 
intends it to be paid out of her separate property; and 
Lord Romilly, M.R., expressed a similar opinion in 
Shattock v. Shattock, 14 W. R. 600, L. R. 2 Eq. 189, a case 
which admits of the following proposition being founded 
on it, that the separate estate of a married woman is not 
liable after her death to her general engagements. Mrs, 
Mathenwman’s case was very similar to the subject of this 
note. In Butler v. Cumpston the trustee of shares in 
the Leeds Banking Company, which were a portion of a 
married woman’s separate estate, accepted at her request 
an allotment of new shares in the same undertaking, 
and on the bank being wound up had to pay 
calls upon them, against which he claimed to be in- 
demnified out of his cestui que trust’s separate property. 
Sir R.Malins, V.C., following M/rs. Mathewman's case, held 
that what had occurred amounted to a contract on the 
lady’s part to take the shares; that such contract was 
entered into upon the credit of her separate estate, and 
that her separate estate must be bound. 

Another point is noticeable in the case, as involving 
a difference of opinion between Sir. R. Malins and his 
learned predecessor. This lady had saved some money, 
part of which she had invested in the names of her 
trustees, but without their knowledge. The effect of 
this was, as she'contended, to add to the funds already in 
settlement, over which a restraint on anticipation 
extended, so that the original fund as well as the addi- 
tion to it would be protected from liability. Sir R. T. 
Kindersley, in a former suit of Sheriff v. Butler, 14 W. 
R. 629, had taken this view, and had declined to in- 
demnify the trustee out of the additions to the fund. 
But Sir R. Malins considered that a resulting trust for 
the lady’s separate use was to be implied, apart from the 
trusts of the settlement. Such a resulting trust would 
not protect the fund from creditors, but was analogous to 
a trust created by a man for himself with a shifting 
clause on bankruptcy, which would be inoperative 
against creditors. The lady was therefore decreed to 
indemnify the trustee as well out of her separate pro- 
perty in general as out of the additions to the fund in 
settlement which had been invested by her in the names 
of her trustees. 


) 
f 








LeGacy —SpEcIFIC OR DEMONSTRATIVE—ADEMPTION. 
Kermode v. Macdonald, L.C., 17 W. R. 4. 


This case is concerned with two points on the law of 
wills, viz.—1, the distinction between a specific and a 
merely demonstrative legacy; and 2, ademption by a sub- 
sequent codicil containing a general pecuniary bequest in 
another direction, 

A specific legacy possesses some advantages over a 
mere pecuniary gift. The chattel bequeathed is not to be 
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sorted to f0r payment of the debts until the residuary 

malty (out of which the pecuniary legacy is pay- 
able) has been exhausted ; moreover, the gift, if toa 
person in esse, and of an income-producing chattel, carries 
interest from the date of the testator’s death. There is, 
however, the serious per contra disadvantage that the 
specific legacy is subject to the risk of being lost, by the 
subject not forming part of the testator’s property at his 
decease. On the ground that this disadvantage out- 
weighs the advantages, it has been said that the Courts 
Jean against construing legacies as specific. It has been 
established as a general rule, that all legacies of stock, 
gopsols, and such like investments, are primd facie speci- 
fic (Sibley v. Perry, 7 Ves. 523; Webster v. Hale, 8 Ves. 
410, &c.), and there has¢been a disposition to extend this 
muleto the stocks or shares of ordinary companies in the 
market, as in Robinson vy. Addison, 2 Beav. 515; the 
description being thus considered to be merely de- 
monstrative, as pointing out nothing more than the 

nt state of the subject-matter of the gifts, or the 
form which the testator desires that his bounty should 
take. But anything indicating that the testator’s mean- 
ing was to appropriate to the legatee the particular thing 
described will render the legacy specific, in which case 
the testator’s subsequent disposal of the subject in another 
direction shows a change of intention and revokes the 
specific bequest. The question—Specific or demonstra- 
tive?—is, in fact, one of intent, and resembles every other 
question of testator’s intent, in that no fixed rule can be 
laid down to say what shall mean this, or what shall 
mean that. In Hosking v. Nicholls, 1 Y¥. & C. C. C. 478, 
it was held that such an expression as “ my stock,” “ my 
shares,’ makes the gift specific; while in Ze Grice v. 
Finch, 3 Mer. 50, it was held that “the £500 now out 
upon mortgage” was a merely demonstrative phrase, and 
that, the testatrix having called in the mortgage, the le- 
gacy was not adeemed. 

In the present case, the testatrix bequeathed the 
income of “£300 British or thereabouts, invested 
by her in the General Steam Navigation Company,” 
and also the income of £200 British to G. for life, 
and after G.’s death “the said principal sum of £500 to 
be divided amongst her children.” Lord Cairns held that 
the £300 was a specific bequest, the £200 being merely 
pecuniary, observing shat the first bequest would, stand- 
ing alone, have been specific, and that the contrast with 
the £200 legacy rendered this still clearer; thus holding 
that the lumping both sums together in the next direc- 
tion did not take away the specifie character of the first 
part of the gift. 

The testatrix by her will had charged her legacies on 
her realty, in case her personalty should prove insufficient. 
She afterwards, by a codicil, bequeathed all her personalty 
in a different quarter. This being held to be not merely 
arevocation of the residuary bequest contained in the 
will, but a revocation in toto of all the dispositions of per- 
sonalty, the specific bequest of the £300 was, of course, 
gone; but the £200 being collaterally charged on the 
realty, this part of the case was governed by the rule es- 
tablished in Sheddon v. Goodrich, 8 Ves. 500,—that 
where a legacy is given and charged on two funds, if one 
be afterwards withdrawn, the gift remains chargeable on 
the other—and that even though the fund withdrawn be 
that from which the gift was primarily made. 

This affords an illustration of the difference in effect 
between an absolute revocation of a legacy and that 
which, if the legacy were not made a charge upon any 
fund other than the general personalty, would practically 
be the same thing,—a disposal of the personalty in 
another direction, This doctrine appears to have origi- 
nated in cases before the Wills Aet (1 Vict. o. 26), 
where a will, attested so as to-carry both realty 
and personalty, and charging legacies upon realty, was 
followed by a codicil affecting the personalty only. It 
will be remembered that, before the Wills <Aot, wills, in 
order to pass realty, réquired, under the Statute of 
Frauds, to be attested by thrve witnesses, while, as to 


personalty, it was not absolutely necessary that the will 
should be attested at all ; and now, as to wills made since 
the Wills Act, attestation by two witnesses only is re- 
quired in ali cases. Thus, where a testator by his will, 
attested so as to carry realty, gave a legacy and also 
made it a charge upon realty, and afterwards, by an un- 
attested codicil, disposed of all his property in other di- 
rections, the codicil did not affect the realty, but still 
operated as a revocation of the legacy, so far as the per- 
sonalty only was concerned ; and it was held that, the 
fund from which the legacy was primarily payable 
having been withdrawn, the legacy still remained pay- 
able out of the fund on which it was collaterally secured. 
And in Buckeridge v. Ingram, 2 Ves. Jr. 665, and cases 
there cited, this was carried to the length that where 
the will contained a general charge of legacies upon 
realty, such charge enured for the benefit of legacies 
given by a subsequent unattested codicil. The ap- 
plication of this principle to wills made since the Wills 
Act results in this—that a testator who is thinking of 
withdrawing a legacy bequeathed by his will must do 
so by a point blank revocation, if the legacy happens to 
have been charged upon his real estate. 





COMMON LAW. 
PLEDGE—SALE BY PLEDGEE. 
Halliday v. Holgate,17 W. R. Ex. Ch. 13. 

There are three kinds of security on personal property 
that are often given—mortgage, pledge, and lien, but the 
rights created by these securities are frequently mis- 
understood. A mortgage is aconveyance of the property 
in the mortgaged goods to the person secured with or with- 
out possession. A pledge isa delivery of the possession, 
and a conveyance of a special property. A lien is a 
bare right of detention, or mere possession, and confers 
no right of property at all. Mortgages and liens are 
well-known securities. A mortgagee can at law, and 
subject to any special contract with the mortgagor, sell 
the mortgaged property, and pass a perfectly good title to 
his vendee. This right belongs to a mortgagee in con- 
sequence of the mortgage giving him the property in the 
goods. The holder of a lien cannot dispose of the goods 
over which it exists. If he parts with the possession 
he at once loses his lien. A lien is a “mere personal 
right of detention ” (Donald v. Suckling, per Blackburn, 
J., 15 W. R. 13); and this right cannot be transferred. 

A pledge or pawn occupies a place intermediate 
between a mortgage anda lien. It does not transfer the 
whole property to the pledgee as a mortgage does, but on 
the other hand, it gives greater rights than are conferred 
by alien. It is something more than a mere personal 
right. Itisa jus in re,a real right, and a special pro- 
perty vests in the pledgee so far as is necessary to enable 
him to recover his debt, and he may, therefore, sell the 
pledge to obtain payment when the debt is due. 

The nature of a pledge was much discussed in Donald v. 
Suckling (15 W.R. 13), where A. deposited debentures by 
way of pledge with B. to secure the payment of a bill. 
Before the bill was due B. deposited the debentures with 
C. to secure a debt due by him toC. The bill was dis- 
honoured, and afterwards A., without having paid or 
tendered the amount of the bill, brought an action of 
detinue against C., contending that A. by the sub- 
pledge before the bill was due had put an end to the 
original pledge, and that the property in the debentures 
and the right of possession at once revested in A. The 
Court of Queen’s Bench held that A. could not recover, 
as the pledge gave B. a special right of property in the 
debentures which he could transfer to another, and that 
this right could only be divested by payment of the 
amount due. 

The same question substantially arose in Halliday 
v. Holgate, and was decided in the same way, the Court 
of Exchequer Chamber being unanimously of opinion 
that Donald vy, Suckling was correctly decided. The 





Court in their judgment also carefully explain that “the 
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pledgee must not interfere with the reversionary interest 
of the pledgor, and if he doesso he commits a legal 
wreng;” and it follows from this that in such a case the 
pledgee would be liable for the amount of the damage 
done to such reversionary interest. 
Johnson v. Stear (12 W. R. 347) shows that under 
circumstances such as those of Donald v. Suckling and 
Halliday v. Holgate, even if there were a right of action 
in trover against the pledgee, the measure of damages 
would be not the full value of the goods, but their value 
less the amount for which they were pledged. In this 
case there was asale of a pledge before the day for pay- 
ment, and the Court held that the plaintiff was entitled 
to a verdict for the damage (which was nominal) ac- 
tually caused by the sale, and not for the whole value 
of the pledge. 
This case at first sight seems at variance with Donald 

v. Suckling and Halliday v. Holgate, as the sale was 
held to amount to a conversion, and the pledgor was 
held to have aright of action in trover although only for 
nominal damages. ‘This is, however, explained by 
Blackburn, J., in Donald vy, Suckling, who seems to 
think that strictly there should have been a verdict for 
the defendant in Johnson v. Stear, on the count in 
trover, and that the plaintiff ought to have recovered 
nominal damages on a count for animproper sale by the 
defendant. 
The law on this point is not likely to be altered by 
fresh decisions, as it has the authority ofa decision in the 
Exchequer Chamber which directly approves of Donald 
v. Suckling and Johnson v. Stear. In conclusion it must 
be noticed that if a pledge is given to secure payment 
by a certain day with an authority to sellif payment is 
not then made, and the pledge is sold before the day, 
although an action of trover or detinue will not lie, 
yet it is probable that an action might be maintained 
for an improper sale. The power to sell at a certain 
time would exclude a power to sell before then, and 
there would, therefore, be a breach of contract. The 
measure of damages, however, would, as in Johnson v. 
Stear, be only the actual damage suffered, and would not 


necessarily have any reference to the value of the goods 
sold. 





PLEAS ON EQUITABLE GROUNDS. 
Dichson v. The Swansea, Vale of Neath, and Brecon 
Railway Company, Q.B., 17 W. RB. 51. 

This was a case entirely of an equitable character, and 
affords an instance of the exercise by one of the Courts 
at Westminster of the equitable jurisdiction conferred on 
them by the Common Law Procedure Act, 18£2, section 
83. It was an action on abond which was prima facie 

maintainable, and the defendants sought to rid them- 
selves of their liability by an equitable plea. The bond 
on which the action was brought was an ordinary Lloyd’s 
bond, issued by the defendants to the plaintiff, who was 
the contractor for making the defendants’ railway, in 
order presumably that he might raise money upon it, there 
being an agreement under seal between himself and 
the company that he should take up the bond when it 
fell due, and in the meantime pay the interest thereon, 
and indemnify the defendants, [In Mr. Justice Lush’s 
judgment, line three, the word “defendants” should be 
“ plaintiff.”"] The very making of this agreement shows 
that the company did contemplate the bond being 
assigned to « third party in furtherance of the purpose 
for which it was issued, and accordingly entered into the 
agreement by way of counter security to themselves, 

The company pleaded the agreement, which would of 
course without more have been a good defence on equi- 
table grounds, The plaintiff, however, replied, on equi- 

table grounds, that he had passed the bondin question to 

assignees for value, of which the defendant had notice ; 

that the assignees had no notice of the agreement be- 

tween himself and the defendants ; and that the action 








} beneficial owner of the security. Judgment accordingly 
went for the plaintiff on demurrer. 

To see the bearing of the Common Law Procedurg 
Act on this case, let us consider what would have been 
done before the passing of that Act. It is clear that 
there was no defence at law tothe action. This being 
so, the defendants would have filed their bill for an ip. 
junction, and moved to restrain the plaintiff at law from 
proceeding with his action. The plaintiff at lay 
would have submitted by his answer the defence which 
in the present instance was raised by the replication, 
! which, as the Lord Chief Justice said, would have been g 

sufficient answer in equily, and consequently a good 
answer when raised by way of replication to an equitable 
plea. 

The present case shows how far the provisions of the 
Common Law Procedure Act apply to cases of this kind, 
It is to be observed, however, that the Act which enables 
courts of law to grant preventive remedies of this nature 
does not, by giving the courts concurrent jurisdiction, 
abridge the inherent jurisdiction of the Courts of Equity; 
Baxendale v. West Midland Railway Company, 3 Giff, 
661. Itonly gives an option to the defendant, and does 
not impose on him any obligation to file an equitable 
plea: Kingsford v. Swinford, 7 W.R. 215. Where the 
facts are such that a Court of Equity would grant an 
unconditional injunction, the defendant may at his 
option either plead an equitable plea or file his bill. The 
rule, as stated by Chief Baron Pollock, is, that no equi- 
table plea shall be permitted, except where the plea and 
the decision of the Court on it will work out all the 
equity in the matter to which the plea refers: Clarke y, 
Laurie, 5 W.R. 118. And it is still the duty of a Court 
of Equity to interfere by injunction where the merits 
raised by the equitable plea may never be reached in the 
trial of the action (Zvans v. Bremridge, 4 W. R. 350); 
and where the defendant to an action pleaded unsuccess- 
fully an equitable plea founded not on equitable princi- 
ples, but on the course and practice in equity, the Lords 
Justices held that he was not thereby precluded from 
filing his bill in order to re-assert the same matter of 
defence (Phelps v. Prothero,7 D. M. & G. 722). Questions 
of complicated account are an instance of the Courts of 
Equity retaining their exclusive jurisdiction. The Act has 
not taken away, said Lord Hatherley when Vice-Chancellor, 
in Croskey vy. European Steam Shipping Company, 8 W. 
R. 406, the jurisdiction to restrain actions involving 
complicated questions of account, where the accounts can 
be more conveniently taken in equity. Where the plain- 
tiff at law makes an application to refer, that 
alone may be a ground for a Court of Equity to 
assume jurisdiction in the matter, and restrain the action; 
a reference being necessarily a more imperfect method 
of taking accounts than that provided by the practice in 
equity, The mere fact, however, that the accounts are 
complex is not a ground for coming toa Court of Equity 
to restrain an action, where the substantial question 
involved in the matter of equitable defence raised by 
plea is one of fact: Farebrother v. Welchman, 3 W. BR. 
257. 

The foregoing case is an instance of the success which 
has attended the attempt of the Legislature to make law 
and equity approach one another. The two systems are 
at present very partially concurrent: whether they will 
ever flow in the same channel remains to be seen. Atany 
rate, as an indispensable preliminary to further attempts 
of this kind on the part of the Legislature, it will be 
necessary to provide the machinery, with which courts of 
equity are already provided, and without which courts of 
common law, whatever their statutory powers may be, will 
in practice be unable to deal with questions of account, 


and other matters which will suggest themselves to the 
reader 


——— aay 
——s 


It is stated that before the next meeting of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council Lord Justice Giffard will be 
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COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
EXETER. 
(Before Serjeant PETERSDORFF.) 
Hirtzell v. Little. 

Where a trader-debtor summons is issued, and an order is 
nade under section 85 of the Bankruptey Law Consolidation 
Aut, 1849, that the costs of the creditor's afidavit and of the 
summons shall abide the event of any action thereafter brought 
or the debts, such costs must be recovered in the same action as 
is brought for the debt, and cannot be made the ground of a 
separate action. 

This was an action to recover certain taxed costs alleged 
to be due from the defendant to the pone. 

Plaintiff appeared in person ; Mr. Floud was for the 
defendant. : 

The following were the material facts of the case :— 
Plaintiff is a solicitor residing in Exeter. Some months 

acreditor of the defendant desired plaintiff to issue a 
trader-debtor summons, under the Bankruptcy Law Conso- 
jidation Act, 1849, against the defendant. Plaintiff 
accordingly issued a summons in the Court of Bankruptcy 
for the Exeter district. On the hearing of the summons the 
acting commissioner, Mr. Cooper, made an order that the 
summoning creditor should be at liberty to bring an action 
for the debt, and that the costs of the summons shall abide 
the event of the action. This order was in due form, and was 
mder the hand of the acting commissioner, and the seal of 
the Court. An action was then brought, in which the 
summoning creditor (the pea in the action) recovered 
the debt he claimed, and the costs of the action. He did not 
recover in that action, however, the present plaintiff's costs of 
the trader-debtor summons. Plaintiff, having made out 
his bill of costs for the trader-debtor summons, caused it to 
be duly taxed by the registrar of the Court of Bankruptcy. 
The registrar's allocatur, duly stamped and signed, was pro- 
duced in court. The plaintiff now sued for the amount of 
costs as taxed. 

By section 85 of the Bankruptcy Law Consolidation 
Act, 1849, it is enacted that ‘‘ where any such trader 

inst whom an affidavit of debt is filed by any creditor as 

oresaid, shall be summoned to appear before the Court in 
which such affidavit shall be filed . the Court may 
direct the costs of either party attendant upon such affi- 
dayit and summons to abide the event of any action which 


shall have been brought or shall thereafter be brought for | 


the recovery of such demand or any part thereof, and in 
seh case such costs shall be costs in the cause, and recovered 
under the judginent and execution tn such action.” 

Serjeant Perersporr¥r said the action was not main- 
taiuable. The words of the Act were clear. In effect, then, 
he was asked to add to a judgment already given. This he 





and that the articles were such as would usually be worn by 


the wife ef a person in his position in life. At the end of 
August defendant’s wife came again, and stated that her 
sister was dead, and that she wanted some mourning. She 
was then supplied with nine yards of black alpaca. It was 


shown that this article is commonly used for mourning by 
_— persons, and that it was proper for a person in the 


efendant’s wife’s pesition. Plaintiff also proved that his 


charges for all the goods were reasonable. On both occa- 
sions when the articles were supplied it was expressly 
that payment was to be made by weekly instalments. 


Five 
of these instalments had been paid, leaving the sum now 
claimed still due. Plaintiff's assistant stated that when he 
called at defendant’s house he never saw defendant himself. 
Mrs. Gregory always made the payments. A Lill (which 
was put in) had been sent to defendant. It stated that the 
terms were payment by instalments of one shilling a-week. 
Defendant and his wife were put into the witness-box by 

laintiff’s advocate. They stated that the defendant allowed 

is wife £1 a-week, with which she was to purchase all 
necessaries, Defendant said he did not know his wife was 
dealing with plaintiff, though he suspected she was dealing 
with some one ; saw his wife wear a black alpacca dress at 
her sister’s funeral, but did not ask where she got it. He 
had given her 10s. to buy a mourning dress. In answer to 

uestions by the judge defendant and his wife swore that 
the defendant had never authorised her to deal with Ker, 
nor to contract to pay instalments of so much a week to 
anyone. It appeared that most of the goods in question 
had been pawned by the wife. 

His Honovr said he would again state shortly the law in 
reference to dealings between married women and tallymen. 
When this case commenced he had hoped it would be better 
than cases of this type usually were. It was only fair to 
plaintiff to say that his cases were always respectable, and 
never oppressive in their character. These actions were 
usually brought by itinerant drapers, going from house to 
house, who—either from accident or design—always called 
when the husband must almost inevitably be absent. They 
then showed the wives gaudy articles, which were not really 
necessary, and induced them to purchase them for the 
purpose of decking either themselves, or—what was a still 
more powerful inducement—their children, in finery. Now 
the rule of law in such cases as this was simple and intelli- 
gible, and could not be misunderstood. It was this—in 
every instance where a party sought to render a husband 
liable for debts incurred by the wife the obligation was 
thrown on the creditor of showing that the husband gave 
some authority for the purchase of the goods. He was now 


| asked to infer from the mere fact of cohabitation that the 


husband had conferred authority on the wife to pledge his 
credit for all debts she pleased to contract. The distinction 


' in law was this—where suitable goods were supplied to the 
‘ wife, she may pledge his credit for them on the ordinary 


could not do. Plaintiff's costs ought to have been included 


inthe judgment in the former action. 
Plaintiff nonsuited, 
Dec. 8.—Ker v. Gregory. 
Than action to recover the price of goods sold and delivered 


itappeared that plaintiff had supplied the goods in question to | 
the defendant's wife, and that they were necessaries suited to | 


her position in life. It further appeared, however, that the 
goods were supplied under a contract with the wife that she 
should pay for them by weekly instalments, It was not shown 
that the defendant had given his wife express authority to con- 
tract to pay by instalments, ov that he was aware that she was 
dealing with the plaintiff. 

Held, that the action could not be maintained, 

This was an action to recover the sum of £1 12s. 6d. 
a pete sold and delivered. 
'. Floud appeared for the plaintiff ; defendant appeared 
0 person, 

the facts of the case were very simple, the action being 
what is usually called a ‘tallyman’s action.” Plaintilf is 
adraper, and leone a shop in Exeter. He also has travellers, 
Who go about the oountry selling goods and collecting in- 
stalments of debts. In August, 1866, defendant's wife 
called at the shop in Exeter. She was “introduced” by 
her Sister, who was well known to plaintiff. After making 
Some inquiries, plaintil’ supplied her with some goods, 

ese goods consisted of two Prin dresses, at 84d, a yard ; 
twelve yards of a cheap calico known in the trade as 

Croydon,” at 9)d. a yard; and half a yard of print. It 
Was proved that the defendant was a journeyman painter, 


| instalments. 


terms, but she could not make a special contract. In this 
case, however, he was asked to infer from their living 
together that Gregory had authorized his wife to order 
goods on the specia? terms that payment was to be made by 
If he decided she could do this, he might 


| next be asked to infer that a wifo had an implied authority 


to give a bill or note—for, in other words, he should be 
deciding that a wife had power to appropriate part of her 
husband's future weekly income. He had not a particle of 
evidence before him to show that defendant’s wife had any 


| such authority, and it would be most imprudent of any man 


| to give it. 








It would expose him to a succession of actions, 
a succession of judgments, a succession of executions, 
Sitting as a judge of fect, he could not say that any autho- 
rity such as that contended for had been given. The 
question was purely one of fact: “ was there or was there 
not an authority by the husband to the wife to purchase 
goods out of the ordinary course of business, or to pledge 
his future earnings?” It had been suggested that the 
Legislature should interfore in these tally cases. This was 
not at all necessary. Indeed, the Legislature could not 
provide that a judge or a jury should not draw what infer- 
ence they please from any given facts. 
Plaintif’ nonsuited, 
POLICE COURTS, 
CLERKENWELL, 
Bond Fido Travetiers—administration of Justice det, Ug 12 
Viet. e. 48, 8 14, 
On January 5 Mr, Cooxs granted a case which raises the 
quostion whether upon a summons against a publican for 
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unlawfully opening his house for the sale of liquors during 
prohibited hours, the onus of probandi, where the defence is 
“ bond fide travellers,” lies with the prosecution or the de- 
fendant. After stating the facts Mr. Cooke’s case says :— 
“ After hearing the evidence I decided that the defendant 
did unlawfully open his house for the sale of spirits 
and beer before the hour of one o’clock in the afternoon 
on the day named, and that there was no evidence 
to satisfy me that the persons who entered the house 
were bond fide travellers, and I convicted the appellant 
and adjudged him to pay a penalty of 1s. and 2s. costs. 
It was contended by the appellant that the burden 
of proof that the parties were not travellers lay upon the 
complainant ; and on the other side it was contended that 
the appellant, to entitle him to serve them, was bound to 
show that such persons were travellers. Upon the construc- 
tion I put on the 14th section of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, I directed 
that such proof should come from the appellant. The ap- 
pellant, being dissatisfied with my judgmentin point of law, 
requested me tostate acase for the opinion of this Court. 
Tf, therefore, the Court should be of opinion that the com- 
plainant was bound to prove affirmatively that such persons 
were not travellers, and that I ought not to have convicted 
the appellant, then the conviction is to be quashed ; if other- 
wise, the conviction will remain in force.” 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun O’DoNNELL, Solicitor, of Limerick, has been 
appointed Clerk of the Crown for the county, in the room 
of Mr. W. L. Joynt, resigned. 

Mr. Wiu1raAM FitirscHam Parr, of Victoria-street, 
Westminster, has been appointed a London Commissioner 
for administering oaths in Common Law. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Post-NurTIAL SETTLEMENTS. 

Sir,—In your able paper in last Saturday's Journal on 
Post-Nuptial Settlements, No. IL, speaking on the 27th 
Eliz. c. 4, you say:—“* This statute is limited in its appli- 
cation to estates in freehold or copyhold only, and does not 
extend to personal estate ; nor has it ever been extended to 
personal estate by subsequent legislation.” As the Act ap- 
plies to any estate in lands, &c., should not the writer have 
included chattels real as well as freehold and copyhold ? 

A SUBSCRIBER. 


{We intended to include chattels real in the term “ estates 
in frecholds or copyholds ;” but it would have been better 
to have said “ estates in land of freehold or copyhold tenure,” 
and still better to discard the ambiguous term “ freehold ” 
altogether. We are obliged to our correspondent for drawing 
attention to this.—Ep. 8. J.] 





Costs in COMPENSATION CASES. 

Sir,—-Your correspondent ‘‘ Query ” inquires in your last 
number—whatarethe principles which regulatethe allowance 
of costs in cases where compensation under the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act is assessed by ajury, and specially 
requests an answer from us, a request with which we have 
much pleasure in sompe“ae- 

We must premise that these are matters as to the details 
of which the masters often differ among themselves, and our 
answer must be taken merely to indicate the principles 
generally adopted by the majority of them. 

The notice to treat and the negociations for a settlement 
before the inquiry are not allowed specifically, but a sum, 
which varies from two guineas to ten guineas, according to 
the importance of the lands taken, is generally inserted for 

eliminary attendances, &c., which covers all counsels’ fees 

or advice and everything else prior to the service of the 
notice to treat. 

Fees to counsel for retainer, for advising on evidence, and 
for a view, if necessary, are allowed, with the usual attorney's 
charges incident to them. Plans and maps, where necessary, 
are allowed liberally in comparison with the allowance for 
such matters in actions, 

Two surveyors, or other scientific witnesses, are allowed 
to qualify themselves for giving evidence, In other words, 
the attorney's attendances upon them to instruct them as to 





the nature of the case are allowed, generally, at 18s. 4g 
each, and the two witnesses themselves are allowed a liberal 
sum, according to the discretion of the master, for their 
necessary preliminary work, besides the usual sums for 
attendance on the actual inquiry. The selection of the ty 
witnesses to be so allowed is left to the attorney, whose bil} 
is taxed, and the selection requires some judgment, as no 
other witnesses than these two are allowed more than the 
ordinary sums. 

The allowance for instructions for brief is liberal, and g 
special fee is allowed to counsel for attendance on the 
inquiry. A view by the jury is allowed where necessary. 

hese are the principal points which, according to our 
experience, are peculiar to costs of this nature ; all other 
items are taxed upon the ordinary principles applicable 
te the taxation of costs in actions in the superior courts, 
Katy, Sparrow, Wirt, & Co. 
69, Chancery-lane. Law Accountants, 
Jan. 5, 1869. 





Act FOR THE ABOLITION oF ComPULsoRY CHURCH-Ratrs, 


Sir,—The passing of this Act must cause a serious derange- 
ment in many parishes, and place those who are required to 
serve the offices of the parish in a peculiar and, it may be, 
in a dangerous position. I allude, of course, more particu. 
larly to churchwardens, who are compelled on election to 
serve ; and on whom must rest the duties and responsibilities 
of their office. So long as the power to make a Church-rate 
existed, and the amount could be recovered at law, the 
situation of churchwardens was simple ; they had only to 
take care that the probable amount of outlay was ascer. 
tained, and then the parish (in most cases, at all events) 
would make provision accordingly. But where there are 
officers who have been elected at certain salaries, such as 
parish clerks, beadles, pew-openers, sextons, and such like 
persons, the withdrawal of the ordinary funds will be felt, 
and the churchwardens may, probably, be sued at law by 
such persons for their respective salaries. 

know it may be replied to the foregoing statement, 
‘¢ Make a voluntary rate, and thus supply all that is re- 
quired ;” but it appears to me that such a plan is more likely 
to be rejected than adopted (especially at the outset of the 
freedom from Church-rate just obtained through the new 
Act), and that, unless some specific plan can be suggested 
for the information and guidance of vestry clerks, who are 
required to advise their parishioners, serious inconvenience, 
if not real trouble, will arise. 

I hold the office of vestry clerk in a London parish, in 
which all has hitherto been unanimity and peace, ani up to 
this time a Church-rate has been made most willingly, com- 
mensurate with the annual wants. But since the passing of 
the above-named Act I have heard very many parishioners 
(and those well affected to the Established Church) declare 
that they will no more pay any Church-rate. My wish is 
to ascertain, through the medium of your well-known and 
valuable publication, what advice should be given to parties 
elected to parish offices at the ensuing Easter, and what 
course should be taken in order to prevent responsibilities. 

If you deem these remarks of sufficient value to give them 
a place in your journal, or to procure an article (a leader, as 
it is called) on the subject, I shall be truly obliged ; and I 
think my brother vestry clerks will be equally grateful for 
the help which may thus be afforded to them. 

An Oup Subscriber AND RBADER. 

London, Jan. 1st, 1869. 





Promissory Nores v. Bitus or ExcHANGE—STAMPS. 


Sir,—Responding to the request made by “Senex” in 
last week’s number for information, I beg to say that the 
instrument he sets out in his letter 7s a promissory note ; 
should have had a 5s. stamp; the stamp cannot now be 
rectified, and consequently the instrument is void. 

To — this expression of opinion I should have to 
name—if naming any—many statutes, &c., and this I have 
not time now to do; but may just add that promissory 
notes and “ bills of exchange, ratte, or orders” are distinct 
instruments under the Stamp Acts (as, in fact, they are 
under other branches of the law), and that ignorance of this 
distinction not unfrequently results in errors similar to the 
one which appears to have been committed with the instru- 
ment referred to by your correspondent. 

“ Senex ” refers to the almanack issued in connection with 
your journal; and you will pardon me saying that said 
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almanack, in the matter of stamp duties, sins in common 
with almost all sheet almanacks, not excepting those pro- 
fessedly Jaw almanacks, and that, while some of this sinning 
js attributable to want of space and the complexity of the 
duties and enactments, much mere of it is due, I am afraid, 
to errors of commission and omission, to bad — 





ExporsEMENTS oN Cusques ‘‘ Per Pro.” 

Sir, —The decision of Martin, B., to which you refer in your 
issue of last week, was as you conjecture a decision at Nisi 
Prius. It was given 29th June, 1860, in a case of Cookson v. 
Bank of England, and the only publication in which, as far 
as 1 am aware, it is reported, is the Bankers’ Magazine for 
August, 1860. Very probably it was copied into that maga- 
zine from the Zimes, or some other of the daily papers, 
where it is possible that some further details may be given. 
Reference is made to the case in “Grant on Bankers,” last 
edition, p. 26. 

The Loadon Clearing House have recently issued a circu- 
lar to the country banks, apparently upon the authority of 
Cookson y. Bank of England, announcing that cheques en- 
dorsed per pro should (except in special cases) be paid with- 
out guarantee. 

But how it comes to pass that the decision in Cookson v. 
Bank of Exgland, which was given upwards of eight years 
ago, has only just been brought to bear upon tke London 
bankers, or how it is that they are satisfied to act in so im- 
portant a matter upon its authority alone, I do not know 
and cannot conjecture. 

Previous to Cookson v. Bank of England coming before 
Martin, B., he had held in effect (see Smith v. MeGuire, 27 
L.J. N.S. Ex. 465) that a signature per pro does not put 
a person dealing with the document upon which it appears 
upon inquiry as to the authority of the person signing ; and 
this decision was upheld by the Court of Exchequer, the 
judges hearing the case, however, consisting apparently only 
of Pollock, C.B., and Martin, B.* In deciding to the like 
effect with regard toa cheque, in Cookson v. Bank of England, 
Martin, B, may perhaps merely have followed the view 
previously expressed by him in Smith v. McGuire, without 
relying “—— upon the statute. Later, in Stagg v. 
Elliott, 31 L. J. N.S. C. P. 260, the Court of Common 
Pleas decided that an acceptance of a bill per pro acts as 
express notice to the party taking the bill that the autho- 
rity of the agent is limited ; and the holder of such a bill 
cannot maintain an action against the principal if the agent 
has exceedel his authority. In the argument of that case, 
Smith v. McGuire was quoted as an authority the other way, 
but while Keating, J., attempted to distinguish it, the other 
judges (Erle, C.J., Willes and Byles, JJ.) made no allusion 
to it in their judgments. 

The weight of authority appears to show that the decision 
in Stagg v. Elliott is correct, and if this is so the rule there 
laid down must necessarily apply to cheques as well as to 
bills or other documents, unless there is something in section 
19 of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 59, to alter it. The earlier words of 
the section are ‘‘ shall purport to be endorsed by the person 
to whom the same shall be drawn payable.” Does this 
include the case of an indorsement per pro? Such an 
indorsement does not purport to be made by the per- 
son to whom the cheque is drawn payable, but 
only by his authority. There are obvious reasons why 
the section should not be held to apply to this case. 
It is not within the mischief against which the section was 
intended to provide. A banker not; having the means of 
being familiar with the signature of a drawee of a cheque, 
it would be unreasonable that he should be held liable for a 
forgery of the signature in cases where there is nothing in 
the indorsement to raise a doubt or question in his mind as 
to the genuineness of the signature. But when the words 
per pro, or other words, proving that the signature is not 
that of the drawee, but of some other person claiming his 
authority to sign, appear in the indorsoment, there is at 
once something to arrest the banker's attention, and to give 
him notice that he is not dealing with a principal, but with 
an agent witha limited authority, and it would be reasonable 
to throw upon him the duty of inquiring whether the person 
signing as agent actually had the authority of his principal 
for that purpose. 

There are, however, words in the latter part of the section 
which may be thought to point to the opposite view. They 


* Watson, B., also gave judgment in the caso.—Ep. 8. J. 





are as follows :—‘‘ And it shall not be necessary for the 
banker to prove that the indorsement was made by or under 
the direction or authority of the person to whom the draft 
was made payable.” Does this include an indorsement per 
pro? I think it is, at any rate, premature to suppose that 
the point in question is finally concluded and set at rest by 
Cookson v. Bank of England, and it seems to me it will be 
unwise of bankers to follow the example of the London 
Clearing House, at any rate, until it is ascertained that the 
action of that body is based upon some stronger ground than 
the Nisi Prius decision of Martin, B., in Cookson v. Bank of 
England. G. H. 
liverpool, Jan. 5, 1869. 


{This question can hardly be effected by any decisions 
based upon the general law of agency.. Section 19 of 16 & 
17 Vict. c. 59, allows, contrary to the general rule of law, 
the drawer of a cheque or draft in certain cases to be bound 
by an indorsement which he has not in any way authorised. 
The doubt is whether this section extends to signatures 
per pro—Ep. §. J.] 





[Press of matternecessitates our postponing the remainder 
of our correspondence. 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


THE SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

At the usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors, 
held in the Incorporated Law Society's Building, Chancery - 
lane, London, on Wednesday last, the 6th of January, the 
following directors were present :— Messrs. Benham, Har- 
rison, Hedger, Monckton, Rickman, Shaen, S. Smith, and 
Torr. Applications for assistance were considered from the 
widows of two members of the Association, to whom 
grants respectively of £30 and £20 were voted. From a 
long list of applicants of the non-member class, two of the 
most nesessitous were voted grants of £5 each, and the re- 
mainder had to be adjourned. The vacant seat at the Board 
was filled by the unanimous election of Park Nelson, Esq., 
11, Essex-street, Strand, to be a director. Two life and 
five new annual members were admitted to the Associa- 
tion. 











LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

On Tuesday evening the first meeting of this Society 
after the Christmas vacation was held at the Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery-lane. Mr. Warmington was in the chair, 
and after the report of the secretary on the transactions of 
the Society during the past quarter, a copy of which is sub- 
joined, had been received and adopted, the question of the 
evening was discussed, namely, ‘‘ A. leases to B. for years, 
there being a covenant in the lease that B. shall not assign 
without the license of A. B, afterwards by will bequeathed 
the term without obtaining A.’s license, and then dies. Is 
the bequest a forfeiture of the lease? For v. Swan, Styles, 
483 ; Dumper v. Symons, Cro. Eliz. 816; 1 Sm. Lea. Cas., 
p. 43.” Mr. G. P. Amos opened in the affirmative, and 
after a discussion, lasting about two hours, the Society 
decided in the negative by a narrow majority. 

To the Members of the Law Students’ Debating Society. 

Gentlemen,—In compliance with the 15th of your rules, it 
is now my duty to make a statement of your society's pro- 
ceedings during the past quarter, which commenced on the 
27th October and terminated on the 15th December, 1868. 

The quarter has comprised 8 meetings, whereat 5 legal 
and 3 jurisprudential questions have been discussed. 

The average number of members attending the meetings 
has been 29. The highest namber has been 33, and the 
lowest 18. The average length of the debates on legal and 
jurisprudential questions has been about two hours. The 
average number of speakers on the debates has been 11 and 
of voters 16, of which latter an average of 14 voted in person 
and 2 by the register of voters. 

Fourteen members have been elected and four have resigned. 
It will be observed that the number of members attending 
the debates has largely increased. 

No alteration has been madein the rules, which have been 
reprinted for the use of members and others desirous of join- 
ing your society. 

Oae motion only has appeared upon the paper, and this, 
having for its object the alteration of the mode in which 
members are elected, was negatived by a lange majority. 
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There are now upon the roll of your society 155 members ; 
of this number 50 are members of the Incorporated Law 
Society and 41 passed their final examination with 
honour. 

The above facts do not seem to require comment. It is, 
however, my duty to mention the following matters con- 
nected with the transactions of your seciety during the past 
quarter. r 

First. The neglect by members to contribute questions for 
discussion ; and, 

Secondly. The omission from tlie few questions that are 
sent into your committee of cases or books of reference 
where the points touched upon in the questions are men- 
tioned or referred to. 

No doubt these points will receive your careful and con- 
siderate attention, and, so far as you possibly can, I trust 
you will assist me in remedying them. 

In conclusion, allow me to tender you my congratulations 
upon the present state and prospects of your society. 

I am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 
W. H. Hersert, Hon. Sec. 

60, Gracechurch-street, E.C., Jan. 5, 1869. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
Finat ExaMrxarion. 

Tuesday, the 19th, and Wednesday, the 20th January, are 
the days appointed for the examination of persons applying to 
be admitted as attorneys ; candidates for examination are to 
attend on those days at half-past nine in the forenoon of 
each day, at the Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, 
Chancery Lane. The examination will commence at ten 
o'clock precisely, and close at four o’clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the Secretary on or before 
Saturday, the 9th January. If the articles were executed 
after the lst January, 1861, the certificate of having passed 
the intermediate examination should be left at the same 
time, and in case articles and testimonials of service have 
been already deposited, they should be re-entered, the fee 
paid, and the answers completed on or before the 9th 
January. 

Candidates applying to be examined under the 4th section 
of the Attorneys Act, 1860, may, on application, obtain 
copies of the further questions relating to the ten years’ 
service antecedent to the articles of clerkship; and such 
questions, duly answered, must be left with the articles, &c., 
on or before the 9th January. 

Where the articles have not expired, but will expire dur- 
ing the term, or in the vacation following such term, the candi- 
date may be examined conditionally; but the articles must 
be left on or before the 9th January, and answers up to 
that time. If part of the term has been served with a 
barrister, special pleader, or London agent, answers to the 
questions must be obtained from them, as to the time served 
with each respectively. No candidate will be examined 
who shall not have complied with these conditions, or 
whose testimonials as to service or conduct shall not be 
satisfactory to the examiners. 

On the first day of examination, papers will be delivered 
to each candidate, containing questions to be answered in 
writing, classed under the several heads of —1. Preliminary ; 
2. Common and Statute Law, and Practice of the Courts ; 
3, Conveyancing. 

On the second day, further papers will be delivered to each 
candidate, containing questions to be answered in—4. Pre- 
liminary ; 5. Equity, and Practice of the Courts; 6. Bank- 
ruptcy, and Practice of the Courts; 7. Criminal Law, and 
Proceedings before Justices of the Peace. 

Each Candidate is required tu answer all the preliminary 
questions (Nos 1 and 4) ; and also to answer in three of the 
other heads of inquiry, viz. :—Common Law, Conveyancing, 
and Equity. ‘The examiners will continue the practice of 
proposing questions in bankruptey and in criminal law and 
proceedings before justices of the peace, in order that candi- 
dates who have given their attention to these subjects may 
have the advantage of answering such questions, and having 
the correctness of their answers in those departments taken 
into consideration in summing up the merit of their general 

examination. 


the examiners the ten years’ antecedent service are not re- 
quired to leave replies to the further questions again. 

Fee, each term, on articles and testimonials of service, 
15s.; not to be sent in postage stamps. 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

Thursday, the 21st January, is the day appointed for the 
examination of persons under articles of clerkship to attor. 
neys; candidates for examination are to attend on that da 
at half-past nine in the forenoon, at the Hall of the Incor. 
porated Law Society, Chancery-lanc. The examination 
will commence at ten o'clock precisely, and close at four 
o'clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the Secretary on or before 
Friday, the 8th January; and in case articles and testi- 
monials of service have been already deposited, they should 
be re-entered; the fee paid, and the answers completed on 
or before the 8th January. No candidate will be examined 
who shall not have complied with these conditions, or whose 
testimonials as to service or conduct shall not be satisfactory 
to the examiners. 

On the day of examination papers will be delivered to 
each candidate, containing questions to be answered in 
writing, selected from the works specified by the exa- 
miners ; and a paper of questions on book-keeping. : 

Candidates applying to be examined under the 4th section 
of the Attorneys Act, 1860, may, on application, obtain 
copies of the further questions relating to the ten years’ 
service antecedent to the articles of clerkship; and such 
questions, duly answered, must be left with the articles, 
&c., on or before the 8th January. : 

Candidates who have already proved to the satisfaction of 
the examiners the ten years’ antecedent service are not re« 
quired to leave replies to the further questions again. 

Fee, each term, on articles and testimonials of service, 
5s.; not to be sent in postage stamps. 








THE BAR AND ELECTION PETITIONS. 

The very important change which has taken place in the 
mode of disposing of election petitions has had the effect, as 
regards Irish cases, of opening up to the members of the 
Bar here a class of professional business which was hitherto 
confined to a few parliamentary counsel at the other side of 
the water. They engrossed almost’ everything, while no 
amount ensured the certainty of their continuous attendance, 
and witnesses were summoned over to London at an enor- 
mous expense, to be examined and cross examined by men 
who knew nothing of their peculiar modes of thought— 
their manners and their distinctive characteristics. The 
system which has been gotten rid of was essentially defec- 
tive, and any alteration in it must prove to be for the better. 
It is understood that the minimum scale of fees which will 
regulate petitions under the Act will be, with tho tacit con- 
sent of the profession, one hundred guineas for senior counsel 
and fifty for junior, when the case is to be heard in the 
country, and half that amount in town, the refreshers in 
each instance to be ten guineas a day. Contrasted with the 
almost fabulous sums paid in England to barristers often 
much inferior in learning and ability, and having in recol- 
lection that most of the election petitions must be heard 
during the term or after sittings, the advantage to snitors 
will be much enhanced by the recent alteration in the law. 
While on the subject of foes, it may not be cut of place to 
dispel the notion that the Bar, in tho earlier periods of our 
history, was very inadequately remunerated. In Stamford 
Court is preserved the fee-book kept by Sir Francis Win- 
nington, the Solicitor-General to Charles II., and in 1679 
his receipts were £4,066, only £429 of which arose from 
official sources; and in Sir John King’s Memoirs it is re- 
corded that in 1676 his professional income was £4,700, and 
at that period money could purchase vastly more than in 
the present day. It is true that Pemberton only received 
thirty guineas with his brief to defend the seven bishops; 
but Lord Ellenborough—when Edward Law—had on his, 
for the defence of Warren Hastings, five hundred. For 
some time the working of the new system of election 
petitions may involve difficulties in detail; but with the 
able judges who have to administer it, andthe assistance of 
both branches of the profession, a vast improvement will 
be effected over the decisions of Parliamentary Committees, 
based on no fixed principles, and bearing with them no 
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COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Hilary Term, 1869. 
Before the LonD CHANCELLOR and the Lorps Justicss. 
Appeals. 


oa ‘ 

eottish Union Insurance Co. 

' y Steele (W.—April 27) : 

Forbes v Steven, Mackenzie v 
Forbes, Forbes v Bowman 
(W.—June 15) 

1868. Jan 29) 

Horsley v Cox (R.—Jan 29 

itiansy-Gen. v The Ely, 
Haddenham & Sutton Ry. 
Co. (R.—June 16) 

Wyley v Evans (R.—July 5) 

Fvans v Wyley (R.—July 3) 

Turquand v Marshall (R.— 
July 17) 

Turquand vy Marshall (R.— 


Aug. ’ 

Wellesley v Mornington (M.— 
Sept. 25 

lord Wellesley v Mornington 
(K.—Oct. 31) 

Steward v Blakeway (R.— 
0 


ct. 31) 
Hawkins v Maltby (R.— 


Springett (R.— 
Nov. 9) 
Craven v Brady (R.-—Nov. 9) 
Tennant v Trenchard (G.— 
Nov. 11) 


Langton vy Waite 
Nov. 16) 
Beaumont v 
Nov. 18) 
Beaumont v Oliveira (S.— 

Nov. 24) 
Pardo v Bingham (R.—Nov. 
26 


oo 


Oliveira (S.— 


«VU 
ell v Midlant Counties & 
South Wales Ry. Co. (R.— 
Dee. 5) 
Busby v Borgnis (M.—Dee. 7) 
Tooth v Hallett (M.—-Dec 9) 
lark v Row (M.—Deec. 10) 
Moxon v Bright (G.—Dec. 12) 
Knowles v Cooper (S.—Dec. 
1: 


Lockett v Lockett (M.—Dec. 
i8) 

Daws v Rowland (M.—Dee. 
9 


1s 

Green vy Wynn (G.—Dec. 19) 

Downs v Herne Bay, Hamp- 
ton, & Reculver Fishery Co. 
(S.—Aug. 8) 

In re Flint, Dell v Larkins 
(R.—Dee. 19) 

Bewley v Carter (R.—Dec. 23) 

Withington v Brown (R.— 
Dee. 29 


Before the MAsTER or THE ROLLs. 
Causes, $e. 


Hardwick v Wright. fe 
Pierce v The Watford & Rick- 
mansworth Ry. Co. fe 
Sweny v Smith. c 
Brancker v Carne. fc 
Firman v Wood. fe 
Vickers v Vickers. md 
Templeman v Slade. fe 
Healey v The Chichester & 
Midhurst Ry. Co. md 
Clark v Everfield. md 
Omerod v Rostron. fe 
Atherley vIsle of Wight Ry. 
Co. md 
Same v Same. md 
Boyd v Petrie. c 
Greenwood v Smith. md 
The Namur & Liege Rys. Co. 
v Cary. c¢ 
Lockett v Cary. cw 
Meryett v Martin. m d 
Margrave v Harrics. md 
Cooper v Hoar. md 
Tapster v Worsley. fc 
long v Igeulden. md 
The Master, &c., of Tallow 
Chandlers’ Co. v The Great 
Eastern Ry. Co. mad 
Stewart vy Gladstone. fc 
Cadbury v Smith. m d 
Stevens vy Bowen. ec 
Crickmore v Freestone. md 
Williamson vy Bateman. md 
Wimble y Miller. md 
Wright vy Tho Seed Crushing 
Trial Co. (Limited). m d 
Tricks y Hobbs. md 
Johnson vy Lander. md 
Dear vy The Clarence Hotel Co., 
Dover (Limited). ¢ 
The Metropolitan Bank (Li- 
mited) v Nott. md 
Crossley v Dixon. 
Rabbitts v Wormald. md 
Bully The Ventnor Harbour 
Co. md 
Drax v The Somerset & Dorset 
:  f Ge. md 
Ear of Romney v Sevenoaks, 
Maidstone, & Tunbridge Ry. 
Co. md 


Bigge v Darnell. c¢ 

Harrington v The Millwall 
Iron Works, Shipbuilding, & 
Graving Docks Co. (Limited). 


md,w 

Wyburn v Webber. md 

Paton v Webber. m d. 

Bass v Dawber. md 

Flight v Finch. md 

Roberts v The Great Eastern 
Ry. Co. m 

Peters v Elliot. cw 

Thorncroft v Wells. c w 

Gale v Stansfeld. m d 

Sykes v Marsland. md 

Davies v Sear. m d 

Heath v The Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. m 

Knowles v Clarke. m d 

Edwards vy Smith. c¢ 

Elsdale vy Whateley. m d 

Rudall v Martin. c¢ 

The Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners for England v Mar- 
shall. md 

Rankin vy The Hop & Malt 
Exchange & Warehouse Co. 
(Limited). ¢ 

Collins vy Collins. m d 

Newbery v The Comnissioners 
of Her Majesty's Works & 
Public Buildings. m d 

Villiers vy Dierden. m d 

Thwaites v Thwaites. md 

Simpson vy Ring. md 

Swan y Oliver, md 

Speary v Speary. c¢ 

Rowse v Williams. md 

The Madrid Bank (Limited) v 
Pelly. md 

Bear v Weymouth. md 

Bowen v Handley. mda 

Parsons v Freeman. md 

Cumming v The Metropolitan 
Ry. Co. md 

Frisby v Smith. f ¢ 

Mathews v Lewis. ¢ 

€aneron vy Campbell. 
to vary. 

I Grave, Joscelyne v Wade. 
e 


foks 





Ayling v Beattie. md 


Bennett v Bennett. m d 


Moryoseph v Moryoseph. md Iago v O’Dogherty. md 
y- fe 


Dixon v Morley. fe 

Bindley v Mulloney. c 

Ring v Miles. md 

Inre Bamlett’s Estate, Bamlett 
v Bamlett. fe 

Boileau v King. fe 

Bowen v Barlow. ¢ 

The Land Credit Co. of Ireland 
(Limited) v Fermoy. m d 

In re John’s Estate, Griffitas v 
John. fe 

Stansfeld v De Crespigny. 
md 

Dell v Friend. ec sct down at 
request of Defts 

Forster v Pullen. md 


Cartwright v Ridley. 
Swann v Jones. m d 
Dalton vy Kemp. f ¢ &s to vary 
Paine v Grant. fe 
Pratt v Spooner. m d 
Balderson vy Woods. ¢ 
Armitage v Ashton. fe 
The Agra Bank (Limited) v 
Barry. m d 
In re Jenkins, deceased, Prosser 
v Jenkins. fe 
Hardwick v Yates. md 
Cappsv Armstrong. m d 
Banks v Barnes. fe 
} 


Cooper v Dixon. md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sin Joun Sttanr. 
Causes, Se. 


Morris v Macaulay. pi 

Jones v Gillard. exons to ans 

Morris v Macaulay. pl of 
Deft. Macaulay 

Pascoe v Nicholls. md 

Marshall v Gilliard. c, w 

Beattie v Lord Ebury. md, 
w, pt hd 

Mediterranean Hotel Co. (Li- 
mited) v Rayment. md 

Witney v Smith. c,w 

Impey v Mayne. m d pt hd 

Waterson v French. c 

James v James. cw 

James v James. ¢ 

James v Cane. md 

Harman v Charsley. Appeal 
from County Court of Buck- 
inghamshire 

De Nicols v Abels. md 

Gordon v Gordon. fe &s 

O’ Malley v Blease. md 

Crow v Pettengill. ¢ &s 

Allan v Cooke. ¢, w 

Rudd v Aislabie. fe &s 

Elford vy Whitehead. fe &s. 

Lamprell v Mortlock. ¢, w 

Barrett v The Metropolitan Ry 
Co. md 

Fox v Amherst, Conyers v Har- 

vy, Fox v Neville, Fox v 

“ox. f e 

Williams vy Higgins. fe 

Wilmshurst v Peirless. c¢ 

Woodhouse v Woodhouse. md 

Loton v Norris. fe 

Langley v Bates. md 

Ives v The Shipley Local 
Board of Health. md 

Clark v Clark. fe 

Coggan v Whitby. md 

Ackers v Ackers. fe &s 

The Tamar Coal, Manure, & 
General Mercantile Co. v 
Humphreys. m d 

Scard v Marshall. ¢ 

Evans v Lloyd. m d 


| Cane v James. 


Dear v Verity. ¢ 

Wolff v Vanderzee. c¢, W 
Cook v Addison. md 
Burdv Burd. sub fe 
Ellis v Webb. m d 
Rowe v Langley. fc 
Lowe v Liddell. e 


tley v Thorneloe. fc 
ymonds v Gray. fc 

Norbury v Johnson. fe 

Stutelyv Kepp. fc 

Clark v Wilson. fe 

Walker v Cole. md 

Wriford v Glubb. C 

Wriford v Wriford. fe, &s 

Eversley v Crutiwell. md 

Lambe v Lambert. 1 

Matveietf v De Veechj. 

Morris v Dickson. 

Turner v Turner. 

Parnaby v Moore. 

Mills v Pickstone. 

Macann v Borradaile. e 

Wright v Tanner. fe 

Perram v Metropolitan Ry Co. 
md 

Beaumont v Farrer. fe &s. 

Cooper v Gordon. md 

Shortridge v Howell. fe 

Wright v Carr. c¢ 

Bain v Sadler. md 

Lockwood v Elam. f 

Pearson v Briggs. fe &s 

Clerihew v Lascelles. 

Archbutt v Archbutt. 

Muggeridge v Britten. 

Guyton v Short. fe 

Ewart v Chubb. fe 

Fallows v Slatter. ap from 
Huntingdon County Court. 

Fendall v Emery. md 

Authony v Lewis. fe 

Martyn v Willyams. c 

Lewis v Allenby. md 

Hardy v Bamiorth. fc 

Ingle v Watson. fc 

Stephenson v Parkyns. 

Stephenson v Parkyns. 

Collensv Thorn md 

Jackson v Jackson. fe 

Lowe v Moore. fe 

Phillips v Homfray. md 

England v England. md 

Brown v Walters. ¢ 

Parsons v London, Chatham, & 
Dover Ry. Co. ¢ 

Bush v The Tottenham aad 
Hampstead Junction Ry. Co. 
md 

Alton v Harrison, Poyser v 
Harrison. fe 

Harrison v Swanston. md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Rrewanp MALINs. 


Causes, &¢. 


Johnson v Hodgson. ¢, w 

International Bank (Limited) v 
Gladstone. md 

Paton v Cladish. md 

Justice v Payne. md 

Hare v The London, Brighton, 
& South Coast Ry. Co. md 

Marriott v Abell, fept hd 

Parker v Watson. ¢ 

Pinsent v The Vestry of the 
Parish of Kingsteinton, md 

Watson v Newstead. md 

Turnor v Clowes. ¢, W 

Bryden v Willett. md 


Dixon v Holden. md 

Hunt v Tween. md 

Symes v The Cambrian Rys. 
Co. c 

Dickinson v Barelay. m d 
pt hd 

Marks v Marks. ¢ 

Taylor vy Dowlen. m da 

Bates v Gaylor. md 

Coles v Morris. md 

Bastard v Pagie. sc 

Wrighty Larmuth. f ¢ & 3 
(19 Jan.) 


Perrin v Burboy. md & s 
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Moore v Brown. sc 

Anson v Towgood. fe &2s8 
pt hd 

The London & North Western 
Ry. Ce. v The Metropolitan 
Ry. Carriage & Wagon Co. 
(Limited). md 

Mann v Grylls. md 

Bulmer v Hunter. ¢ 

Goodford v The Stonehouse & 
Nailsworth Ry. Co. md 

Page v Wisden. md Pl. to be 
cross-examined 

o— v Rowley fe 

Main v Fleming. md 

Nichols v Somerville. md 

Penny v Penny. m d 

Morgan v Thomas. m d 

Narraway v Beattie. m d 

Gough v Etty. m d. 

Landon v Judge. md 

Aylward v Dedman. f ¢ 

Hodgkinson v Woolliscroft. 

d 


m 

Agra Bank v Symons. m d 

Ponsford v Widnell. m d 

Cutler v Savill. md 

Pattenson v Sutton. md 

Deakin v Spittle. f c 

Chapman v Hodgkin. md 

Alston v Orme. f c 

Reay v Skilbeck. f ¢ 

Catling v The Great Northern 
Ry. Co. md 

Braddon v Kelly, Braddon v 
Guerritore. sfc 

Best v Minns. c 

Skirrow v Skirrow. fc 

Agra Bank (Limited) v The 
Queensland Sheep Invest- 
ment Co. (Limited). c 

Crossley v Dorning. c 

Green vy Taylor. md 

Wrench v Wynne. fc 

Denney vy Wenn. md 

Wadsworth v Johnson. md 

Inglis v Cave. c¢ 

Hill v Royds. md 

Cahill v Moreton. c 

Marling v The Stonehouse & 
Nailsworth Ry. Co. md 

Langton v Garniss. md 

Jacobs v Crick. md 

Brittan v Smallpiece. c 

Shaw v Wilson. f c 

Pronje v Matthews. md 

Gardner v Durrant. c 

Lewis v Matthews. c 

Briant v Tebbut. fc 

Martin vy Webster. md 

Thody v Jones. md 

Catling v Gardner. c¢ 

Brune v Sawle. 8s ¢ 

Riddell y The Anglesey Cen- 
tral Ry. Co. md 

Etchells v Williamson. m d 

Smith v Shepherd. sc 





Earl of Jersey v The Briton 
Ferry Floating Dock Co. md 

Wilson v The Tottenham & 
Hampstead Junction Ry. 
Co 


0. © 
Barclay v The Metropolitan 


y- Co. ¢ 
Hobson v Aspinall. md 
Savage v Savage. m 
The Salisbury & Dorset Junc- 

tion Ry. Co.v Churchill. ¢ 
In re Peterson’s Estate, Peter- 
son v Peterson. fc 
Jodrell v Stratton. fc 
Stolworthy v Sancroft. f ¢ 
Hammond v Hammond. md 
, Lewis. c, w pt hd 
(Dee. 12). 
Nowell v Nowell. c 
Jarvis v Mitchell. m d 
Shuter v Hill. fc 
Lowenthal v Dand. c 
D’Alteyrac vy Long. m d 
Butler v Gray. spc 
Kingsford v Butler. md 
Ayres v Emarton. md 
Stronach v Field. c 
Townsend v Metcalfe. fe 
Johnston v Brown. 8 ¢ 
Turnbull v Garden. ¢ 
Haig v Haig. md 
Sparling v Clarson. ¢ 
Earl Beauchamp v Winn. ¢, W 
Flatt v Steadman. md 
Gibbins v Eyden. md 
Wilcox v Harrop. fe 
Rattey v Cleobury. md 
Elder v Elder. md 
Ridgway v Graves. md 
Tickle v Kelsall. md 
Owen v Owen. fc 
Allen v Bonnett. md 
Chalk v Sanguinetti. md 
Sutton v Hoylake Ry.Co. md 
Russell v Russell. m d 
Robinson v Reed. c 
Sutcliffe v Howard. md 
The Portsmouth, Portsea, Gos- 
port and South Hants Bank- 
ing Co. v Beldham. fe & 3 
8 to vary 
Lawton v Parker. md 
Dickinsonv Burgess. md 
Weeks v Jackson. c 
Empson v Rhodes. m d 
Jodrell v Jodrell. md 
Breckon v Russell. m d 
Mackie v European Assurance 
Society. md 
Keightley v The Hoylake Ry. 
Co. c 


Mason v Benson. m d 

Thornton v Daventry Ry. Co. 
md 

Robarts v Moore. m d 

Watson v Watson. c 


sefore the Vice-Chancellor W. M. JAMEs. 


Senior v. Senior. sc 

Kettlewell v Barstow. dem of 
Deft W. Fawcett. 

Kettlewell v Barstow. dem of 
the other defts 

Losack v Robins. d 

Amory v Brown. exons to ans 

Newall v Telegraph Construc- 
tion & Maintenance Co. (Li- 
mited). c,w 

Newall v Telegraph Construc- 
tion & Maintenance Co. (Li- 
mited). trial without a jur 

Sichel vy The Mercantile 
Exchange Bank (Limited). 
m d,w 

Arrizoni v Guanziroli. c, w 

Williams v Reynolds. c, w 

Attorney-Gen. v Lowe. c, w 
(Jan. “) 

Roberts v Moreton. c, w (Jan. 


6) 
Powell v Elliott. md 


Causes, i 
Thompson v Atlantic Tele- 


graph Co. md 
Isaac v Hughes. m d 
Pears v Laing. md 
Walker v Parker. m d 
Martyn v Stocker. c, w 
Thomas v Richards. ¢ 
Allen vy Allen. sub fc 
Gray v Fraser. c, w es 15) 
Charlton v Earl of Durham. 
c, w (Jan. 18) 
Stamp v Anderson. ¢ 
Anderson v Stamp. ¢ 
Hurlstone v Ashton. fc 
—_ v Fothergill. md (Jan. 


Daun v Day, md 
Dineley v Dineley. md 
Hunt v Pratt. md 
Manser v Inskip md 
Physick vy Harvey. md 
Perceval v Perceval. md 
Grissell vy Money. md 











Gutch v Barwis. md 
Forman v Hamilton. fe 
Partington v Smith. m d 
Bush v Miers. md 
Mercer v Sawyer. fc, & 3 to 


vary. 
Grissell y Swinhoe. md 
The Swansea Harbour Trustees 
v The Great Western Ry. Co. 
md 
Linden v Templeman. c 
Levy v Moss. fe 
Cadman v Wright. fc 
Stockbridge v Story. md 
Smithe v Granville. md 
Bisson v Washbourn. md 
The Co. of Proprietors of the 
Glamorganshire Canal Navi- 
ation v The Penarth Har- 
ur, Dock, & Ry. Co. md 
Goldthorpe v Elley. md 
Shepherd v Stone. c¢ 
Buchan v Langworthy. md 
Goodhart v Horton. sc 
Hedgecock v Upperton. md 
Trevelyan, Bart., v Trowsdale. 
d 


m 

Glaister v Glaister. md 

Stiebel v Royal Sardinian Ry. 
Co. md 


Holden v Holden. c 
The Mayor, &c., of East Yar- 
mouth, Norfolk v Clowes, 


md 

Colburn vy Hardy. md 

The Sons of the Clergy y 
Tottenham & Hampstead 
Junction Ry. Co. m q 

Postlethwaile v The Trustees 
of the District & Harbour of 
Maryport, md 

Stribling v Lewis. fc 

Mair v Mair. md 

Turner v Cunliffe. c 

Brown v Brown. md 

Willmer v Kidd. fc 

Vestry of the Parish of St, 
Pancras, Middlesex, vy The 
Guardians of the Poor of St, 
Pancras, Middlesex. sc 

Other v Smurth waite. ¢ 

Isaac v Hughes. md 

The Devon & Somerset Ry. Co. 
v The London and South 
Western Ry. Co. md 

Bly v Barfoot. md 

Smith v Ashbury Carriage and 
Iron Co. (Limited). ¢ 

Slade v Barlow. md 


PARLIAMENTARY ELECTION PETITIONS. 
The following is a correct list of all petitions filed at 
the Rule-office of the Court of Common Pleas to Saturday, 
under the Parliamentary Election Act, 1868 :— 
(a) Before Blackburn, J.; (+) before Martin, B. ; (c) before 


Willes, J. 


CovunTIEs. 


Places. Petitioners. 


Leicester, North 


Date of 


Respondents. Trial 


Division ......Smith......Ld. Manners & Clowes 
Hants, South ..Castleman ..Cowper 
Ditto ..........-Drew ......Lord H. Scott 
York,S.(WRdng)Stanhope ..Beaumont 


DIO ccccce 


+++. Wortley ....Ld.Milton&Beaumont 


Warwick - . Colley......Hardy 
N.) 


Norfolk ( 

Durham, Sthern. 
Division ...... Hendy 

Derby (N.) 


..Coleman.... Walpole & Lacon 


+»+»Pease & Beaumont 
..-»Longsden ..Arkwright 


Ditto ....++.+..Coates......Ld. G. H. Cavendish 
BorovGus AND CITIES. 


Norwich ......Tillett......Stacey (4) .... 
...»Price & Monk 
-Gardner ....Eykyn (c) ..........Jan. 


Gloucester ...... Niblett 
Windsor ..... 


ceceeceGlt. 


Bewdley........Sturge......Glass (a) 


Coventry ...... 
Bridgewater .... Westropp 


Berry ......Eaton & Hill 
. Kinglake & Vanderbyl 


Warrington ....Crozier ....Rylands (+) ........Feb. 


Guildford ...,..Elkins...,..Onslow (c)..... 
.-Cawley & Charley 
... Wyllie & Clive 
+... Gower 
..». Tipping (a) ........Jan. 
oeeee. Walton ....Smith x serene eee 9p 


Hereford 
Bodmin 
Stockport 


Bradford 


Aer 


+++» Storey......Forster (d)..... ee 
eevee Haley ......Ripley (d) 


ryn_...... Broad ......}owler & Eastwick 


Beverley 
Wallingford .,..Dilke ... 


.Anson ......Dyott © 
-oeeeeHinde,,.... Edwards & 
... Vickers (a) 


Kennard 
rer 


Cheltenham .,..Gardner ....Samuelson (4) ...... 5 
Westbury ......Laverton... ae (€) wcrcveccce 9» 


Oldham __.,....Cobbett .... Hib 


rt & Platt 


Staleybridge ..,,Ogden....., Sidebottom (a) ...... 
Tamworth ......Hill........Peel & Bulwer (c) 


Wigan .... 


-+++Brashay ....Wood & Lancaster 


Ashtn-und-Lyne.Clarke......Mellor 


Westminster ,... Beal 
Hartle 


ro 8) eee 
nove ccGTAY 0000, SACKBON (@) coccees. 


Kingstn-on- HullPease .,....Norwood & Clay 
Taunton........Dyke ...... Barclay 


’ teeeeeee 
, 


King’s Lynn,.,,Armer 


illiams .,.Cox 
.»+» Bourke 


Blackburn .,....Potter,,.... Hornby & Ffeilden 
Preston ...,....Toulmin.,,.,Hermon & Hesketh 


Pembroke .,....Hughes .... 
York .......... Burrill 


Meyrick 
.+++ Westhead 


1) seeeeeeeeeGladstono ., Lowther 
Cambridge .,...,Lloyd ...... Torrens & Fowler 
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Horsham ...-+- Dickins ....Hurst Wednesday ......... March 10 | Wednesday ......... March 17 
Us ane urst ...... Aldridge MME danke rassee TL | TRGPOGRy 20... 200-5. I 

R ae Judge ...... Hardy Friday whe Seats 7 12 Friday sad ndeoexcnatens = 2 
Manchester fy sees Lr Saturday ............ » 13| Saturday ......:..... nd 20 
no, eee deaee ..+..Maleolm & Collins Trials in the Court of Probate will be taken first, unless 
Northallerton ..Johns ...... Hutton otherwise ordered by the judge. 

Brecknock ...... Lucas ......Gwyn The judge will sit in chambers at eleven o’clock to hear 
Worcester .....- Richards .. Laslett summonses, and in court at twelve o'clock to hear motions, 
Thirsk .....++- ae Gallwey on Tuesday, Jan. 12, and each succeeding Tuesday until 


Christchurch .... Popham .... Burke 
Shrewsbury .... Young . Figgins 


Hastings ..+..- Calthorpe ..Brassey, Jun. 
ior. Sutton...... North 
New Sarum ....Ryder...... Hamilton 
City of London. . Piercy...... .Goschen, Crawford, & 
: Lawrence 

s eee The Same 
Dover ..esvecers Helliott .... Dickson 
Southampton....Pegler...... Gurney & Hoare 
Stafford ........ Chawner.... Mellor 

EE! chiens Pochin 


Bgl. ebsveees 

At the Judges’ Chumbers on Saturday, before Mr. Justice 
Willes, the Salisbury petition was turned into a special case 
for the opinion of the judges at Westminster on a point of 
law as to rating, and it is anticipated that a number of other 
petitions will be turned into special cases, by which a great 
expense will be spared. 





ELECTION PETITION RULE. 
Michaelmas Term, 1868, 

Supplemental general rule made by Sir Samuel Martin, 
Knight, one of the Barons of the Exchequer ; Sir James 
Shaw Willes, Knight, one of the Justices of the Common 
Pleas; and Sir Colin Blackburn, Knight, one of the Justices 
ofthe Queen’s Bench, the judges, for the time being, for 
the trial of Election Petitions in England, pursuant to the 
Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868. 

That notice of the time and place of the trial of each 
election petition shall be transmitted by the Master to the 
Treasury and to the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery ; and 
that the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery shall, on or before 
the day fixed for the trial, deliver, or cause to be delivered, 
to the registrar of the judge who is to try the petition, or 
his deputy, the poll-books, for which the registrar or his 
deputy shall give, if required, a receipt ; and that the regis- 
trar shall keep in safe custody the said poll-books until the 
trial is over, and then return the same to the Crown-office. 

Dated December 19, 1868. 

SamveL Marti. 
J. S. Writes. 
CoLIn BLACKBURN. 





COURT OF PROBATE, 
AND 

COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 

Sittings in and after Hilary Term, 1869. 

Covrr OF PROBATE. 

Wednesday... ......004 Jan. 13 | Thursday ......scccecees Jan. 14 
Fut, Court ror Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CavusEs. 

Wednesday ......coessssceseeeeedan, 20 


Court For Divorce AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 


Friday .........cccecceedam. 15 » Thursday veecreeeeesees Jan, 28 
Saturday .........0000 ae | ee ern 4 22 
Wednesday ............ ie ee 3) ee 
Thursday ........s0068 5, 21 | Wednesday ............ Feb. 3 
EM acs Gade gusnncs 59, Se | SRURMGRY oc ceviseecceses ~. © 
Saturday ............05 a9 BO | PEUUBY ss ciuesvescceveese a» 6 
Wednesday ........5... y, 27| Saturday ..........00 =: 


TRIALS BY JURY. 
Common Juries. 





Wednesday............ Feb, 10 | Friday ......ce0cc. see ees Feb. 19 
Thursday..........000 - » Il] Saturday ...... ee ee 
ee sesee gp 12] Wednesday ............ sae 
POUR se cicessssctve gp 2G | EMME sedsncconcasans »» «325 
| eas 55 See? 
Thuradayres..cccorsooe 99 18] Saturday srerscsrrssoee gp 2 
Special Juries. 
Wednesday ......... March 8 | Friday ......... veo March 5 
a |< 











Tuesday, March 23, inclusive. 

All papers for motions in the Court of Probate must be 
left with the Clerk of the Papers in the registry of that 
court at Doctors’-commons, and for motions in the Court 
for Divorce and Matrimonial Causes, with the Chief Clerk, 
in the registry of that court at Doctors’-commons, before 
two o'clock on the preceding Thursday. 





= 


ADDRESS TO THE LORD CHANCELLOR. 

On Saturday afternoon a public meeting of the inhabi- 
tants of the precincts of St. Peter, and the united parishes 
of St. Margaret and St. John, Westminster, was held at 
the Westminster Palace Hotel, for the purpose of present- 
ing to Lord Hatherley (late Sir W. Page Wood) an address 
from them, as his fellow-parishioners, of congratulation 
on his elevation to the office of Lord High Chancellor of 
England. 

Dr. Stanley, the Dean of Westminster, presided, supported 
by Mr. Justice Williams, the Rev. Canon Jennings, Rector 
of St. John’s; the Rev. Canon Conway, Rector of St. Mar- 
garet’s ; Colonel C. H. Gregory, President of the Royal So- 
ciety of Civil Engineers; and a large number of the 
clergy of the Abbey and local gentry. 

Dean Stanley, after briefly opening the proceedings, read 
the address, which was very beautifully illuminated on vel- 
lum. After dwelling on and enumerating the good work 
ae pa by Lord Hatherley in founding and supporting 

ocal charities and benevolent institutions, it concluded as 
follows :— 

“ But, more than all, we would acknowledge the blessing 
we have experienced from your personal influence and cha- 
racter, drawing out from each one whatever there may have 
been of good; uniting us by genial sympathy and neighbourly 
kindness ; keeping alive in the midst of us a constant sense of 
the duty of upright dealing and of unwearied continuance 
in well-doing. Among high and low, old and young, in 
Westminster, there is not one who may not be cheered and 
strengthened in the struggles and temptations of life by the 
bright and shining example of the humble, consistent, Christ 
tian walk of the noble and venerable judge whom they now 
delight to honour in the august seat of the Lord High Chan- 
cellor of England.” 

The Lord Chancellor, who wasreceived with loud applause, 
returned thanks. 

Lord Hatherley has lived in Westminster for 41 years, 
during 39 of which he has been a householder in the district. 








IS A NOTARY PUBLIC EXEMPTED FROM THE 
JURY? 

The question as*to the liability of a notary public to serve 
on a jury was raised in the criminal sessions yesterday before 
the Honourable Sir Joseph Arnould, on the empanelling of 
aspecial jury. Mr. Thomas Lidbetter rose in the jury box 
a said he wished to put a question to the judge. He was 
a notary public, and he had to ask if he had not the privilege 
of being exempt from serving on the jury, not on the ground 
that he was a notary public, but as being an officer of the 
court to some extent. The Clerk of the Crown (Mr. Marriott) 
said the rule was that the list should stand good unless 
objected to, and Mr. Lidbetter had never made any objec- 
tion. Mr. Lidbetter replied to the judge that he was not an 
attorney. The Judge: Well, I don't think I can sustain the 
objection. It should have been sent into the clerk of the 
Crown. Mr. Pigot (counsel for the prosecution) said he was 
not aware of the privilege, but it was possible that if the 

uestion were raised it might affect the a Mr. 

unbar (counsel for the defence) also said that he had not 
seen any authority on the point. The Judge said he had 
never heard the objection befere, and did not think it tenable. 
But if there was any ether special juror he might be put 
in the box, as the question might lead to some argument. 
He did not meantime pronounce any decision on the objection, 
as it might require a deal of hunting for authorities to arrive 
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at a decision one way or the other. Another juror was accord- 


ingly called in place of Mr. Lidbetter..—From the Bombay. 


Gazette of Friday, November 27th, 1868 


CHURCH RATES. 
Tue ArcupEAcons on THE CompuLsony CHURCH-RATES 
Axsonirion Act. 

At a meeting of Archdcacons of England and Wales, held 
at the Master’s-lodge, Charter-house, London, December 9, 
1868, to consider and advise upon the position of the Church 
under the Act 3l and 32 Vict. c. 109, entitled “An Act 
for the Abolition of compulsory Church-rates” (present 
twenty-four Archdeacons from both provinces), the following 
paper was agreed to, directed to be printed, and sent to all 
the Archdeacons :— 

The undersigned Archdeacons of England and Wales, having 
considered the legal position of the Church in respect of the 
means of sustaining churches and churchyards, and of providing 
things necessary to Divine Service, under the Act of 1868, beg 
to submit to their brethren the clergy, the churchwardens, and 
other laity, the observations and recommendations hereinafter 
contained :— 

1. They obserye, first, that, although the power of legal reco- 
very of Church-rate has been done away by the Act, the ancient 
machinery for making it is left untouched. 

2. That, in their judgment, it is the duty of clergy, church- 
wardens, and people to make every possible trial of the new 
law, and, wherever the circumstances of a parish are favourable, 
to bring it into full and active operation. 

3. That, even in other cases, 1t would be good, now that all 
compulsory payment is at an end, to invite the parishioners to 
maintain by general assessment, as recognised in the Act, that 
which is for the general use and benefit. 

4, That, in their judgment, it is better that the necessary 
expenses of church and churchyard and of public worship 
should be provided for by assessment made under the authority 
of the new Act than by pew or sitting rents, or by money 
collected at the offertory. 

5. That the provisions of section 7, enabling all bodies 
corporate, trustees, guardians, and others to pay Church-rate, 
and the provisions of section 8, enabling the owner, on condi- 
tion of the payment of the assessment, to stand in the place of 
the occupier who makes default of payment, after one month’s 
demand, are valuable and ought in every case to be adopted. 

6. Lastly,—They recommend the adoption of the provisions 
of section 9 for appointment of trustees “for the purpose of 
accepting by bequest, donation, contract, or otherwise, and of 
holding any contributions which may be given to them for 
ecclesiastical purposes in the parish.’ 

Signed by the Archdeacons of London (Chairman), Canter- 
bury, Middlesex, Maidstone, Cleveland, Northumberland, 
Durham, Lindisfarne, Surrey, Winchester, Bangor and Angle- 
sey, Merioneth, Taunton, Bath, Wells, Carlisle, Westmore- 
land, Chichester, Lewes, Ely.Sudbury, Bedford, Huntingdon, 
Exeter, Cornwall, Totnes, Barnstaple, Bristol, Gloucester, 
Derby, Salop, Stafford, Stow, Nottingham, Monmouth, 
Llandaff, Norfolk, Norwich, Suffulk, Oxford, Buckingham, 
3erks, Northampton, Leicester, Richmond, Essex, Colchester, 
Sarum, Wilts, S. Asaph, Montgomery, Brecon, Cardigan, 
Worcester, Westminster, Sodor and Man, Salop (Diocese of 
Hereford). 








Tue Ricur Hon. James Antuony Lawson, Q.C., of the 
Irish Bar, has been raised to the Bench as fourth justice of 
the Irish Court of Common Pleas, in succession to the Right 
Hon. Thomas O'Hagan, who has been promoted to the Lord 
Chancellorship. The new judge is the eldest son of the 
late James Lawson, Esq., of Waterford, by Mary, daughter 
of J. Anthony, Esq., and was born in 1817. He was 
educated at Waterford Endowed School and at Trinity Col- 
lege, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1839, and received 
the degree of Doctor of Laws (LL.D) in 1840. In Easter 
Term of the same ycar he was called to the Bar in Ireland, 
and filled the professorial chair of Political Economy in 
Trinity College, Dublin, from 1841 to 1845. In 1860 he was 
made a serjeant-at-law, and in the following year he suc- 
ceeded Mr. O’Hagan as Solicitor-General in Ireland ; and, 
in due course, on that gentleman becoming a Justice of the 
Common Pleas, Mr. Lawson succeeded him as Attorney- 
General, in 1865, when he was sworn in as a member 
of the Irish Privy Couneil. At the general election 
in the same year ho obtained a seat in Parliament 
as M.P. for Portarlington, having previously been an un- 
successful candidate for the representation of Dublin Uni- 
versity in April, 1857. He retired from office on the fall 


pe 
continued a member of tho Legislature till the late gener, 
election, when he failed to secure his re-election. Hg 
elected a bencher of King’s Inn, Dublin, in Hilary Tor 
1861, soon after becoming Solicitor-General, and in 4; 
same year was nominated a commissioner of national educa. 
tion. As an author, he has written “ Lectures on Politica] 
Economy,” published in 1844; and has contributed numer. 
ous papers on Law Reform to the “Transactions of the 
Dublin Statistical Society,” of which body he is Vigo. 
President. ‘The learned judge married, in 1842, Jano, eld. 
est daughter of Samuel Meyrick, Esq., Cork. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Last Quotation, Jaz. 8, 1869. 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted,] 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

3 per Cent, Consols, 923 Annuities, April, 785 
Ditto for Account, Feb., 925 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1903 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 93 Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 7 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 93 Ditto, £500, Do 7pm 
Do, 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £209,7 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 1043 Ct. (last half-vear) 242 
Annuities, Jan. 780 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 

{ndia Stk., 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 104 
*Ditto for Account Ditto, 5} per Cent., May,’79 iat 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, ’80 1124 Ditto Debentures, per Cent, 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 88 102 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. '73 105 
Ditto, ditto, Vertificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 20 pa 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 914] Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20 9m 











RAILWAY STOCK, 





























Shres. | Railways. Paid, | Closing prices, 
Stock Bristol and Exeter. 100 "6 
Stock | Caledonian........ 100 71 
Stock | Glasgow and Sou a 100 91 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ., 100 4th 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. : 100 

Stock | Great Northern .ccscccsresssserseersesesseeres, 100 108} 
Stock BD, 9A BEODR™  cisecescdsivaesvscncncicncssagess! 200 108 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 99 
Stock | Grert Western—Uriginal ...... | 100 48 
Stock Do., West Midland- Oxford 100 23 
Stock D0.,d0.—N@WPOrt wcscssessseree 100 3l 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... | 100 128 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 100 49 
Stock | Lordon, Chatham, and Dover.,.,........ .| 100 a 
Stock | Loadon and North-Western...... | 100 115 
Stock | Lundon and South-Western .,.... | 100 83 
Stock | Manchcster, Shetfield, and Lincoln.... 100 46} 
Stock | Metropolitan 108 108} 
Stock | Midland ...... 160 14 
Stock Do., Birmin 100 80 
Stock | North British .....ccccccssssssseseces 100 32 
Stock | North London ........ | 100 123 
Stock | North Staffordshire.. | 100 55 
Stock | South Devon ,,...... 100 44 
Stock | South-Eastern ., i 
Stock Do., Deferred ., 50 
Stock | Taff Vale 148 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B, 





INSURANCE COMPANIES. 























Price 
No. of] Dividend er 
Shares} per annum Names. /Shares.| Paid. | share. 
| £€ i€nd/6 8 & 
5000} 5 pe & bs} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life, 100 |10 0 0/2010 0 
4000} 40 pe & bs} County ... ove eo» 100 {10 0 0/35 0 0 
40000} 5 pe & bs} Eagle ove ove oe 50 15 0 0| 617 6 
10000] 7/ 2s 6d pce} Equity and Law ... «» 100 [6 0 01715 0 
20000) 77 2s Gd pe} English & Scot, Law Life 50 |310 0) 5 0 0 
2700] 5 per cent} Equitable Reversionary... 105 ove 9 9 0 
4600) 5 percent) Do, New... ove ow 50 150 0 0145 0 0 
5000] 5& 3pshb| Gresham Lire ,,, » 20 15 0 0 
20000] 5 per cent{ Guardian ,., oon s+) 100 [50 0 O151 5 0 
20000 eee Home & Col. Ass,, Limtd, 50 5 0 OL Oo 0 
7500] 10 percent! Imperial Life ..  ..! 100 |10 0 0/1510 0 
50000] 6 per cent) Law Fire... ove we, 100 | 210 0) 310 0 
10000] 324 pr cent] Law Life... 4... ae} 100 |10 0 0/88 10 9 
100000} 10 per cent} Law Union eve eee lu | 010 0) 016 0 
20000) 51173 6d pe| Legal & General Life... 50 [8 0 0} 9 0 6 
20000) 5 per cent] London& ProvincialLaw 650 | 417 5} 410 0 
40000] 10 pc & bs} North Brit. & Mercantile 50 | 6 6 O)17 0 0 
2500) 124 & bns} Provident Life .., » =100 |10 0 0/38 0 0 
639220) 20 per cent} Royal Exchange,., es! Stock} All /300 0 0 
— | Ghpercent] Sun Fire 1. ove) ove All |1700 0 





Monty Marker AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
The quiet aspect of foreign affairs, and the anticipations of 





of Lord Russell's second administration in July, 1866, but 


investments by the public atter the approaching dividend day, 
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imparted at the beginning of this week a firmness to all the 
= kets. A slight rise was universally experienced, and the 
markets generally, the funds especially, remain buoyant, foreign 
securities only showing some symptoms of flagging, 








The magistrates sitting at the Sheffield Police-court have 
decided that it is unlawful for a publican to allow billiards to be 
Javed in his house between the hours of one and eight o’clock in 
the morning, even though the persons taking part in the game are 
lodgers. ‘The defence was that the men were lodgers, and 
that, consequently, it was no more an infringement of the Act 
to allow them to play at billiards than it would have been had 
the defendant supplied them with liquor. The bench thought 
otherwise, and fined the defendant.—/all Mall Gazette. 


Tur Bisuor oF RocHESTER ON VoOLUNTARYISM.—Writing 
under date ** Danbury, December 29,’’ to the Venerable Arch- 
deacon Mildmay, the i. of Rochester says :—“ I am parti- 
cularly sorry to hear that the voluntary church-rate has failed 
in Chelmsford, because Chelmsford is a metropolis of our Essex 
Church, and I fear other parishes will follow her example. Of 
course, it is not to be womlered at, but I think the experiment, 
if they had tried it, would have satistied people that the course 
indicated by the law, as it now stands, was the best course. 
However, there is no use in repining, and we must make the best 
ofit. The next best course in such a matter, after the State law, 
is the Church’s law, the old rule of making an offering whenever 
we come into the house of God ; every man as God has prospered 
him in the past week, just as he is able to give, the collection 
peing made in a bag, so that you give in secret—not on a plate, 
because it is not pleasant for your gift to be seen and criticized 
by others. I hope you will try the weekly offertory collected in 
thisway. It answered at Kidderminster to this extent, that in 
three churches we collected £900 a year, out of which we paid 
for schools, for certain Church expenses, and other things. From 
1857 to the present time it has never varied as an average. It 
has been below and above £900, but it has producedthat amount 
yearly. I hope you won't try seat rents. That plan has a 
tendency to appropriation, and it keeps the poor from contribut- 
ting their share. Why should they miss their blessing? Itis 
blessed to give.’”—TZimes 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BAGSHAWE—On Jan. 7, at 46, Belsize-square, Hampstead, the wife o f 
W.H. G. Bagshawe, Esq., of a daughter. 

PRICHARD—On Dec. 27, at Dunhallion House, Belsize-park, the wife 
of H. G, Prichard, Esq., Solicitor, Madras, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

JOHNSON--HODGSON—On Dec. 31, at the Parish Church, Hands- 
worth, Samuel Butler Johnson, son of Edward Johnson, Esq., of The 
Laurels, Gravelly-hill, to Isabella Georgina, daughter of T. R. 'T’. Hodg- 
son, Esq., of Thornhill House, Handsworth, Clerk of the Peace for the 
Borough of Birmingham, 

DEATHS. 


CORTIS—On Dec. 1, Edith Rosa, daughter of John Edmund Burniog- 

ham Curtis, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged three years. 
RICHARDS—On Jan. 1, at 49, York-terrace, Regent’s-park, Charles 

Vaughan, son of Edward Vaughan Richards, Esq , Q.C., aged ten and 

a-half months, 
LUCKER—On Dec. 23, at Charmouth, Dorset, Andrew Tucker, Esq., 

Solicitor, of Charmouth and Lyme Regis. 
WILSON—On Jan. 2, at his residence, Chelmsford, John Wiliam Wilson, 

Esq., Solicitor, in his forty-fourth year. 

a 

Preakrast.—A SuccessFUL ExPertMent. —The “Civil Service Gazette’ 
has the following interesting remarks :—‘‘ There are very few simple 
articles of food which can boast so many valuable and important 
dietary properties as cocoa. ‘While acting on the nerves asa gentle 
Stimulant, it provides the body with some of the purest elements of 
nutrition and at the same time corrects and invigorates the action of 
the digestive organs. These beneficial effects depend ina great 
measure upon the manner of its preparation, but of late years such 
close attention has been given to the growth and treatment of cocoa, 
that there is no difficulty in securing it with every useful quality fully 
developed. The singular success which Mr. Epps attained by his 
homwopathic preparation of cocoa has never been surpassed by any 
experimentalist. Farand wide the reputation of Epps's Cocoa has 
spread by tho simple force of its own extraordinary merits. Medical 
men of all shades of opinion have agreed in recommending it as the 
safest and most beneficial article of diet for persons of weak constitu- 
tions. This superiority of a particular mode of preparation over all 
Others is a remarkable proof of the great results to be obtained from 
little causes. By a thorough knowledge of the natural laws which 
govern the operations of digestion and nutrition,and by a careful 
application of the fine properties of well-selected cocoa, Mr, Epps has 
provided our breakfast tables witha delicately flavoured beverage 
which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills, Itis by the judictous 
use of such articles of diet that a constitution may be gradually 
built up until strong enough to resist every tendency to disease™ 
Hundreds of subtle maladies are floating around us ready to attack 
Wherever there isa weak point. We may escape many a fatal shaft 
by keeping ourselves we!l fortified with pure blood and a properly 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


EMinding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
TuEspAY, Dec, 29, 1848. 
Limitep tn CHANCERY. 

Port Phillip and Colonial Gold Mining Company (Limited and Ro- 

duced) .—Petition for reducing the capital from £500,000 divided into 

100,000 shares of £5 each, to £200,600 divided into 100,000 shares of 

£2 each, presented Dec 17, and the list of creditors is to be made out 

as for Jan 31. Young & Co, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry, solicitors to 
the company. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Permanent Benefit Building Society.— Petition fur winding-up, 

presented Dec 21, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 

on Jan 15. Lanfer. & Stewart, Abchurch-lane, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

London Maritime Assurance Association.—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 

by an order dated Dec 16, appointed Samuel Lewell Price, 13, 

Gresham.street, provisional official liquidator. 

Farpay, Jan. 1, 1369. 
LimireD in CHANCERY. 

Credit Yoncier and Mobilierof England (Limited).—Petition for windinz- 

up, presented Dec 30, directed to be heard b:fore Vic2-Chancellor 

Malins on Jan 15. Mercer & Mzrver, Mincing-lane, soliciturs for the 

petitioner. 

English and Scottish Marine Insurance Company (Limited).—Petition 

for winding-up, presented Dec 12, directed to be heard befure the 

Master of the Rolls on Jan 16. Finux & Co, solicitors ior the 

petitioners. 

Hercules Insurance Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 

sented Dec 31, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on 

Jan 16. Flux & Co, solicit ors for the petitioners. 

International Land Credit Company (Limited).—Petition for winding- 

up, presented Jan 5, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 

Malins on Jan 15. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 

petitioners. 

Russian (Vyksounsky) Iron Works Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding-up, presented Dec 31, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Malinson Jan 15. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for 
the petitioner. 

Utrera and Moron Railway Company (Limited).— Vice-Chancellor 
Giffard has fixed Jan 16 at 12, at his chambers, for fhe appointment 
of an official liquidator. . 

UNtrmirep In CHANCERY. 

Skipton and Wharfdale Railway Company.—Petition for winding-up 
presented Dec 19, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malias 
on Jan 15. Webb, Gresham-street, solicitor for'the petitioner. 

ToEspay, Jan. 5, 1869. 
Liwtrep In CHANCESY. 

Imperial Land Company of Marseilles (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated Dec 22, ordered that the voluntary 
winding-up of the above company be continued. G. 5S. & H. Brandon, 
Essex-st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Hriendly Societies Dissolved. 
Friday, Jan. 1, 1869, 
Perseverance Friendly Society, Red Cow Tavera, Grange-walk, Ber- 
mondsey. Jan 4. 
Prince of Wales Friendly Society, Coach and Horses Tavern, Broads 
mead, Bristol. Jan 4. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Jan. 1, 1869, 
Temple Mills Brass Works and Copper Company. Jan 3i. Chaancey ec 
Greenhill, V.C. Stuart. 
Tvespay, Jan. 5, 1869. 
a Wm, Eastbourne, Sussex, Yeoman. Jan 28. Hobgen v Neale 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Farivar, Jan. 1, 1869. 
Beard, Wm, Woodthorpe Farm, York, Farmer. 
Weatheralls, Temple. 
Blake, Thos, Sheffield, Esq. Feb4. Johnson & Weatheralls, Temple. 
Bostock, Robt, Edward-st, City-rd, Agent. March 1. Angell, Guild- 
hall-yard. 
Dadd, Isaac John, Chatham, Kent, Postmaster. March1. Eldred & 
Andrew, Gt James-st, Bedford.row. 
Goddard, Ann, Thorpe-next-Norwich, Norfolk, Widow. 
Norwich. 


Fed 4, Johnson & 


Mareh 25, Fox 


Habershon, John, Handsworth, York, Butcher. Feb 4. Johnson & 
Weatheralls, Temple. 
James, Jas, North Sodstone, Pembroke, Esq. Jan 28. Lewis, Nar- 


berth. 

King, Saml Gulliver, Holmby House, Northampton, Farmer. Febd 1. 
Pattison & Co, Lombard-st. 

Knott, Leonidas Baker, New Cross-rd, Deptford, Gent, Febl. Pritchard 
& Son, Doctors’-commons. 

Martin, John, Handsworth Woodhouse, Yors, File Manufacturer. Feb 
4, Johnson & Weatherails, Tempie. 


Morgan, Rey Evan, Llandyssul, Cardigan, Clerk. Jan 15, Jenes, 
Liandyssal. ; 
Nilsen, Nils Andreas, Burwood-p!, Paddington, Esq. March 1 


Vincent, Moorgate -st. 


Parsonage, John, Sheffield, Publican, Feb 1, Johnson & Weatherails, 
Temple. , 
Pellatt, Sarah, Plumstead-common, Widow. March 1.  Reep, Fins- 


bury-circus. x - : 
Richardson, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gent. Feb, Bush, Newcastle- 





nourished frame.” 





upon-Tyne, 
















































































































































































CLOT IE AE Oe FON EE RRR saree gene 
















































































































































































































































































196 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





Jan. 9, 1869, 





———————— 


ena 





Smith, Mark, Heywood, Lancaster, Ironfounder. Feb1. Grundy & Co, 
Manch. 

Taylor, John, Sheffield, Gent. Feb 4. Johnson & Weatheralls, Temple. 

Walton, Jas, Eastbourne, Sussex, Esq. Jan 31, Hilleary & Tunstall, 
Fenchurch-buildings. i 

Yeomans, Geo Marsden, James-pl, Harleyford-rd, Kennington, Gent. 
Jan 31, Hubbard, Bucklersbury. 


Tuespay, Jan. 5, 1869. 

Bate, Viacent Westlake, Bentinc\-st, Manchester-sq, Dentist. Feb 5. 
Steinberg, Bread-st, Cheapside. 

Blackstock, Wm, Lpool, Slate Merchant. Jan 30. Forrest, Lpool. 

Burnett, John, Snainton, York, Farmer. March 1. Moody & Co, 
Scarborough. 5 

Butt, Robt, Southampton-st, Camberwell, Commercial Traveller. Feb 
10. Robinson, Basinghall-st. 

Chaplin, Wm, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Contractor. March 1. 
Stevens & Co, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 

Croutel, Mary Ann, Grove-st, Camden-town, Widow. Feb 4. Nash & 
Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-street. 

Edwards, Robt, Beswick, Manch, Potter. Feb 10. Welsh, Manch. 

Gittins, Sarah, Kennington-green, Spinster. Feb, Bird, Guildford-st, 
Russell-sq. 

Hunter, Wm, Hart-st, Bloomsbury-sq, Solicitor, Feb 8. Jones, Hart st, 
Bloomsbury-sq. : 

— John Chas, Redruth, Cornwall, Merchant. Feb 6. Downing, 
Redruth. 

Marsh, Thos Whatkins, Whitfield, Kent. March 20. Knocker, Dover. 

Montgomery, Wm, Middleton Malsor, Northampton, Esq. Jan 29. 
Flesher, Northampton. 

Nelthorpe, Jas Tuder, Nuthurst Lodge, Sussex, Esq. Jan 30. Howard, 
Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st. 

Rigg, Rev Geo, Lincoln, Feb1. Burton & Sons, Lincoln, 

Shepvard, Joseph, Brampford Speke, D2von, Esq. Feb 10. 
Crediton. 

Walsh, Mark, Hadnal, Salop, Gent. March 1. Dewhurst, Manch. 

Walton, Rev Danl Nathaniel, Handsworth, Stafford, Clerk. Jan 31. 
Saunders & Bradbury, Birm. 

Walton, Jolin, West Bromwich, Stafford, Charter Master. 
E. & A. Caddick, West Bromwich, 

Wemyss, Lady Isabella, Keasinzton Palac2, Widow. 
Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Williams, John, Montserrat, Devon, Yeoman. 
Tiverton. 


Geeds registered] pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
RipAY, Jan. 1, 1859. 

Alcock, Geo, Bristol, Tobacconist. Dae l6. Comp. Reg Dec 31. 

Bate, Edwd, Birkenhead, Chester, Brewer. Dec 21. Comp. Reg 
Dec 29. 

Booth, Wm, Manch, Grocer. Dec 22. Comp. Reg Jan lt. 

Brakell, Christopher, Wm Hoehl, & Wm Giinther, Oldham, Lancaster, 
Engineers. Novy 27, Asst. Keg Dec 31. 

Clarke, John Heard, Coleman-st-bldgs, Public Accountant. Dec 28. 
Comp. Keg Dec 30. 

Clark, Eliz, Richmond, Surrey, Widow. Ds2c2. Asst. Rez Dec 30. 

Delicate, Simon, & Wm Simpsoa, Lpool, Confectioners. Nov 26. Asst. 
Reg Dec 31. 

Edwards, Hy, Over, Chester, Butcher. Dac 9, Comp. 


Cleave, 


March 1. 
Jan 7. Twiss, 


Jan 26. Cockram, 


Reg Dec 29. 


Elliott, Sampson, King’s-rd, Chglsea, Dealer in China. Dec 2. Comp. 
Reg Dec 30. 

Fergusson, John, Trevor-sq, Knightsbridge, Draper. Dec 5. Asst. 
Reg Dec 31. 


Granger, John, Leeds, Hatter, Decl4. Comp. Reg Dec 29. 
=. Wm, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Brewer. Dec 1. Comp. Reg 
ec 3l. 

Hargreaves, Dickinson, Halifax, York, out of business. Dec 2. Comp. 
Reg Dec 29. 

Hawkins, Edwin, Walsall, Stafford, Harness Furniture Manufacturer. 
Dec 23. Comp. Reg Dec3l. 

Hebblethwaite, Hy Jas, & Joseph Haigh, Huddersfield, York, Woollen 
Cloth Manufacturers. Dec 10. Comp. Reg Dec 28. 

Hodgson, Richd Chas, Balsall Heath, Warwick, Comm Agent. Dec 2. 
Comp. Reg Dec 31. 

Kellow. Richd, Trehill, Cornwall, Farmer. Nov 27. 


ec 31, 

ee Chas Fredk, Lpool, Glass Merchant. Dec 4. Asst. Reg 

Little, Chas, Little Tower-st, Tea Dealer, Dec 3. Asst. Reg Dec 31. 

Leng, Wm, Guisbrough, York, Saddler. Dec 12. Comp. Reg Dec 29. 

Loynes, Jonathan Fisher, Woodton, Norfolk, Shoemaker. Nov 27. 

Asst. Reg Jan 1. 

a aaa Eastbourne, Sussex, Music Seller. Dec 14. Comp. Reg 

c 30. 


Comp. Reg 


a Jas, Middlesbrouzh, York, Groc2r. Nov 23. Comp. Reg 
e 


Mason, Fredk, Briguton, Sassax, Livery Stable Kezger. Dac 3, Asst. 


Reg Dec 30. 
Matthews, Wm, York, Letter Sorter. Dec 2, Comp. Reg Dec 3). 


Murdie, Alex, Bath, Draper. Dec 9. Asst. Reg Dec 30. 
se a Hy, Bruton, Somerset, Draper. Dec 5. Asst. Reg 


as David, Ystalyfera, Glamorgan, Bookseller. Dec5. Comp. Reg 


ae Alice, Knipton, Leicester, Widow. Nov 30. Asst. Reg 

an |, 

Roberts, Thos, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Tobacconist. Nov 27. 
Comp. Reg Dec 30. 

Robinson, Thos, Congleton, Choster, Inakeep2r. Decl. Asst. Reg 


ec 3 
Simpson, Eliz Armley, Leels, Widow. Dec 15. Comp. Reg Dec 30. 
Smith, Wm, Leeds, York, Builder. Deo 23. Comp. Reg Jan 1. 
Steele, Thos, Manch, Painter. Dec5. Comp. Reg Dec 29. 
Stubbs, Hy Joseph, Maidenheai, Berks, Ironmonger. Dec 10. Comp. 
Reg Dec3!. 


Dec 
On S $ Spink, Lpool, Wine Merchant. Dec 21. Comp. Reg 


Vickers, Geo, Wakefield, York, Innkeeper. Dec 16. Asst, Reg 
Dec 29 


Walker, Susannah, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Hosier. Dae 19, 
Comp. . Reg Dec 31. 

Ward, Wm, Lockwood, York, Innkeeper. Dec 6. Comp. Reg Dec 39, 

Wells, Wm, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Ironmonger. Nov 25. Comp, Reg 


Dec 31. 

White, Sarah, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Draper, Dec 19. Aggt, 
Reg Jan 1. 

Whisker, John, Dairy Cortes, York, Joiner. Nov 26. Asst, Reg 


Dec 30. 
Woolgate, Philip, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 21. Comp. Reg 
Dec 31. 
Tvespay, Jan. 5, 1869. 
Beadell, Albany Fredk, Watford, Hertford, Picture Frame Maker, Deg 
24. Comp. Reg Jan 2. ‘ 
Bishop, Stephen Wm, Plumstead-rd, Woolwich, Grocer. Jan 4, Comp, 
Reg Jan 5. 
Briggs, Robt Denny, Chatham, Kent, Tailor. Dec 23. Asst, Reg 
an 2. 
Brown, Chas, Luton, Bedford, Plumber. Dec ll. Comp. Reg Jan5, 
Burton, Joseph, Bournemouth, Hants, Grocer. Dec 14, Comp. Reg 


Jan |. 
Cartwright, Thos Geo, Birm, Ironmonger, Dec 9. Comp. Reg 


Jan 4, 

Clasper, Jane Eliz, West Hartlepool, Durham, Rope Manufacturer. Deg 
17. Comp. Reg Jan 4. 

Court, Thos, Maidstone, Kent, Plumber. Decl. Conv. Reg Jan 2, 

Dale, John Wilson, Sneinton, Nottingham, Maltster. Nov 26. Asst, 
Reg Jan 4. 

pris om Wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchant. Dec 12, Comp, 
Reg Jan 4, ' 

Debney, Arthur, & Chas Debney, Bride-ter, Liverpool-rd, Bakers. Dee 
1, Comp. Reg Jan 2, 

Ferguson, John, Manch, Bookseller. Dec 15, Asst. Reg Jan 5, 

Garbutt, Geo Gridiths, Brighton, Sussex, Builder, Nov 30. Comp, 
Reg Jan 2. 

Hancock, Jas, Salford, Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 29. Comp, 
Reg Jan 4. 

Harding, Thos Goldie, Weymouth, Dorset, Esq. Dec 30. Comp. Reg 
Jan 2. 


Haywood, Wm, Bolton, Lancaster, Joiner. Dec9, Asst. Reg Jan 4, 
Hill, Geo, Frome, Somerset, Draper. Dec 12, Asst. Reg Jan 4. 





Hutchinson, Geo Jas, Upper-st, Islington, Bootmaker, Dec 7. Comp. 
Reg Jan 4. 

Jarvis, Robt Edwd, & Richd Lillicrap Creber, Plymouth, Devon, Plas- 
terers. Dacll. Asst. Reg Jan 2. 

Jones, Jas, High-st, Marylebone, Eating-house Keeper. Nov 27. Comp. 
Reg Jan 2. 


* Jones, John Christian, Lower Seymour-st, Purtman-sq, Upholsterer. 





Dec 5. Comp. Reg Jan 2. 

Kenward, Edwd, Hadlow, Kent, Brewer. Dec 7. Comp. Reg Jan 4. 

Kevan, Patrick, Tranmere, Chester, Flour Dealer. Dac 10. Asst. Reg 
Jan 4. 

Lacey, Hy, Queen’s-crescent, Maldon-rd, Kentish-town, Cheesemonger, 
Dec 4. Comp. Reg Jan1l. 

Lockley, Thos, Hanley, Stafford, Cabinet Maker. Dec 5. Comp. Reg 


an 2. 

Martyn, Josiah Bishop, Penryn, Cornwall, Grocer. Dec 7. Asst. Reg 
Jan 2. 

Morath, Fritz, Charlotte-st, Fitzroy-sq, Chaser. Dec 4. Comp, Reg 


Jan l. 

Myers, Joseph, jun, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Dec19. Comp. 
Reg Jan 5. 

Neville, Jas, Lpool, Dealer in Bags. Dec 31. Comp. Reg Jan 2. 

Peace, Saml, & Alfred Peace, Sheffield, File Manufacturers. Nov 30, 
Asst. Reg Jan 4. 

Ripley, David, & Thos Everingham, Leeds, Cloth Finishers. Dee ll. 
Asst. Reg Jan 4. 

Royse, Isaac, Manch, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec7. Asst. Reg Jan 4. 

Sanders, John, & John Huxtable Sanders, Pilton, Devon, Woolstaplers. 
Nov 25. Asst. Reg Jan 2, 

as y's Geo, Princes-st, Drury-lane, Grocer. 

an 2, 

Scott, Eliz, Welby, Lincoln, Grocer, Dec 4. Asst. Reg Jan 5. 

Seyzinger, Wm, Kislingbury, No:thampton, Accountant. Dec 12. 
Comp. Reg Jan 2. 

Thomas, Jas, Mount Pleasant, Glamorgan, Farmer. Oct10, Asst. Reg 





Dec 7. Comp. Reg 


Jan 4. 
=— Fredk Arthur, Sheffleld, York, Surgeon. Dec 15. Comp, Reg 
an 5. 


Were, Peter, Bedford, Tailor. Dec 1. Asst. Reg Jan 2. 
= Robt, Normanton, York, Shopkeeper. Deo 14. Asst. Reg 
an 5, 
Bankrupts. 
Farivar, Jan 1,1869. 
To Surrender in London. 

Aspenlon, John, Collingwood-st, Blackfriars-rd, Hat Manufucturer: 

Pet Dec 30. Feblatll. Silvester, Gt Dover-st, Newington. 
Baker, John, & Wm Hy Perham, Trinity-rd, Wandsworth-common, 

Stone Mason. Pet Dec 30. Feb1 atl. Condy, Falcon-rd, Bat- 


tersea, 

Baxter, Hy, Gt Wild-st, Lincoln’s.inn-ficlds, Builder, Pet Dec 30. 
Murray. Jan 18 at ll. Warrand, Newgate-st. 

Browr, Jo hn, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 26 (for pau). Roche. 
Jan 13 at 1. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Brown, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 26 (for pau). Pepys. 
Jan 15 at 12. Dobie, Gresham-st. 

Campbell, Moses, Huggin-lane, Thames-st, Bricklayer. Pet Dec 30. 
Crosby, John, Marshfield-st, Isle of Dogs, Foreman Riveter. Pet Dec 29. 
Jan 25 at 2. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-ficlds. a 
Damoiseau, Chas, sen, Little Newport-st, Leicester-sq, Provision 


Merchant. Pet Dec 24. Pepys. Jan 14 ati. Johnson, St Martin’s- 
ct, St Martin’s-lane. 


* Feb 1 atil2. Warrand, Newgate-s'. 
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Dawson, Joseph, Tollingtun-rd, Upper-Holloway, Comm Agent. Pet 
Dec 30. Roche. Jan 13 at 11. Crowther, Southampton-st, Blooms- 


pansier, Hy, Gloucester-cres, Paddington, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Dec 31. nrray. Jan 11 at2. May, Golden-sq, Westminster. 

Edlin, Mark, Ickenham, Hay Salesman. Pet Dec 30. Pepys. Jan 15 
at 12. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Eve, John Overy, Charles-st, Islington-green, out of business. Pet 
Dec 29. Pepys. Jan 15 at 12. Steadman, London-wall. 

an, Hy, Caroline-ter, Dalston, out of business. Pet Dec 24. Jan 
25at 1. Dobie, Gresham-st. 

Hampton, Wm, Waterloo-rd, Grocer. Pet Dec 30. Feblatll. Har- 
rison, Basinghall-st. 

Hone, EdwdRobt, Hare-st, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 
99. Pepys. Jan 15 at12. Angell, Guildhall-yard. 

Hope, Wm, Chobham-rd, Stratford New Town, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Dec 30. Murray. Jan 18 at1l. Layton, Bow-rd. 

Lanfranchi, Jean Baptiste, & Harcourt Torriano Master Marley, Crown- 
ct, Old Broad-st, Merchants. Pet Dec 29. Roche. Jan 13 at 2. John- 
ston & Co, Moorgate-st. — 

Mellon, Wm, Church-st, Trinity-sq, Comm Agent. Pet Dec 30. Feb 
lat 12. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Morris, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 24 (for pau). Broug- 
ham. Jan25at1. Dobie. Gresham-st. 

Myers, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Dec 26 (for pau). Roche. 
Jan 13at 1. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Peigot, Marius, Louis, Brighton, Sussex, out of business. Pet Nov 25. 
Roche. Jan 18 at 12. Stocken & Jupp, Leadenhall-st. 

Pendry, Chas Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 26 (for pau). 
Roche. Jan!i3at1!. Biddles,South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Perceval, Emmanuel, Bishopsgate-st Within, General Merchant. Pet 
Dec 30, Feblat1l2. Abraham, Old Jewry. 

Powell, Hy, Lancaster-pl, Silcinster-rd, Notting-hill, Oilman. Pet Dec 
28. Jan 15 atll. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Radioff, Hy Martin, Dover, Kent, Oil Refiner. Pet Dec 29. Feb1l at 
ll. Sorrell, Gt Tower-st. 

Reade, Compton, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 29. Roche. 
Jan 13at1l. Norvall, Barge Yard-chambers, Bucklersbury. 

Simmons, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. ~Pet Dec 29 (for pau). 
Pepys. Jan l5at!. Moon, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Sivell, John, Prisoner for Deb:, London. Pet Dec 26 (for pau). Pepys. 
Jan 15 at 11. Buiddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Smith, Jas Carpenter, Jamaica-pl, Limehouse, Journeyman Tailor, 
Pet Dec 30. Murray. Jan 18 atll. Newstead, Ely-pl, Holborn. 
Spiller, Geo, Marshall-st, Golden-sq, Baker. Pet Dec 28. Roche. Jan 

13at1. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Stocker Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 26 (for pau). 

Brougham. Jan 25 at 1. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Stratton, John, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham. Pet Dec 26. Pepys, 
Jan 15 at}. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Such, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 29. Roche. Jan 13 
at2, Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Taite, Frank, Windsor-st, Putney, out of business. Pet Dec 28. Jan 
2iat1. Earle, Charles-sq, Hoxton. 

Thomas, David Richd, Prisoner for Debt, Surrey. Pet Dec 29. Roche. 
Jan 13 at 1, Fulcher, Guildhall-yard. 

Turner, Thos, Watford, Herts, Wheelwright. Pet Dec 29. 

Jan 15 at 12. King, Birchin-lane. 

Waghorn, John, Hailsham, Sussex, Dealerin Agricultural Implements, 
Pet Dec 24. Pepys. Jan l4atl. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

West, Ellen, Charlton, Kent, Professor of Music. Pet Dec 28. Pepys. 
Janl5at11. Scard & Son, Gt St Helens. 

Young, Thos Sherwocd, Frampton-rd, Well-st, South Hackney, out of 
business. Pet Dec 29. Murray. Jan 18 atll. Godfrey, Hatton- 

arden. 

shes, Geo, High-st, St Marylebone, Lamp Manufacturer. Pet Dec 
28. Jan25at2. Scarth, Welbeck-st, Cavendish- sq. 


To Surrender in the Country. ‘ 

Anthony, Geo, & Wm Anthony, Sheffield, Contractors. Pet Dec 31 
Wake. Sheffield, Jan 13 atl. Fernell, Sheffield. 

Briggs, Wm, Keighley, York, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 24. Keighley, Jan 
13 at 11. Hodgson, Keighley. 

Brimacombe, Richd Hy, Falmouth, Cornwall, Painter. Pet Dec 28. 
Tilly. Falmouth, Jan 12 at 11. Tremewen, Falmouth. 

Brunger, Hy, Prisoner for debt, Surrey, Adj Dec 19. Tassell, 
Faversham, Jan 12 at 12. 

Brunker, John, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Brewer. Pet Dec 30. Wilde. 
Bristol, Jan 13 at 11. Henderson & Salmon, Bristol. 

oy, wy Prisoner for Debt, Stafford. Adj Nov12. Birch, Lichfield, 
an 11 at 2. 

Davison, Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, Surrey. Adj Dec 19. Acworth. 
Rochester, Jan 12 at 3. 

Dibb, Wm, sen, Stanningley, York, Farrier, Pet Dec 29. Bradford, 
Jan 15 at 9.15. Harle, Leeds. 

Drinkwater, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Manch, Adj Dec 15. Kay. 
Manch, Jan 14 at 9.30. Law, Manch. 

Fogden, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Adj Dec 15. Howard. 
Portsmouth, Jan 23 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 

Fox, Chas, Horley, Oxford, Miller. Pet Dec29. Fortescue. Banbury, 
Jan li at 12. Looker, Banbury. 

Gagg, John Wheelwright, Clayworth, Nottingham, Farmer. Pet 
Dec 23. Leeds, Jan 20at 12. Fernell, Sheffield. 

Gitbert, Jonathan, Hanley, Stafford, Dealer in Sewing-machines. Pet 
Dec 29. Challinor. Hanley, Jan16 at1ll. Tennant, Hanley. 

ey Hy, Prisoner for debt, Bodmin. Adj Dec 8. Peter. Redruth, 

lan 12 at Il. 

Holliday, Wm, Sheffield, Cabinet Maker. Pet Dec 24. Wake. Shef- 
field, Jan 13 atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Holliday, Wm, Gorton, Lancaster, Builder, Pet Dec 18. Fardell, 
Manch, Jan 12 at 12. Whitworth, Manch.. 

Hoose, Hy, Burton-on-trent, Ale and Porter Dealer. Pet Dee 30. 
Hubbersty. Burton-on-Trent, Jan 13 at 11. Wilson, Burton-on- 


Trent. > 
Howell, Griffith, Kenfig-hill, Glamorgan, Carpenter. Pet Dec 30, 
Wilde. Bristol, Jan 13 at Bl. Ensor, Cardiff, 


Pepys. 


Johnson, John, Leeds, Tea Merchant. Pet Dec 23. Leeds, Jan 11 at 

11. Simpson, Leeds, 

Lee, John, Birm, Timber Sawyer. Pet Dec 29. Guest. Birm, Jan 29 

at 10. Francis, Biri. 

Luff, Wm, Landport, Hants, out of business. Pet Dec 29. Howard. 
Portsmouth, Jan 23 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 

Magennis, Hugh, West Hartlepool, Durham, Hosier. Pet Dec 24. 

Child. Hartlepool, Janll at 11. Turnbull, West Hartlepool. 

Masters, John, Brinklow, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 

29. Hubbard, Rugby, Jan 12 at 11, Smallbone, Coventry. 

Middleton, Saml, jun, Oldham, Lancaster, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 29. 

Fardell. Manch, Jan 20 at 12. Richardson, Manch. 

Morgan, David, Bristol, Currier. Pet Dec 30. Wilde. Bristol, Jan 13 

at ll. Henderson & Salmon, Bristol. 

Norcliffe, Benj, Nottinghan, out of business. Pet Dec 30. Leeds, 

Jan 20 at 12. Rex, Lincoln. 

Oliver, Jas Edwd, Bradford, Commission Agent. Pet Dec 28. Hinrich. 

Bedford, Jan 11 at 11. Conquest & Stimson. 

Oxley, Thos Wm, Kizgston-upon-Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet Dec 29. 

Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hull. Jan 13 at 11. Stead & Sibree, Hull. 

Pope, Wm Hy, Liverpool, Shipwright. Pet Dec 29, Lpool, Jan 11 at 

1l. Forshaw & Co, Lpool. 

Pritchard, Philip, Prisoner for Debt, Monmouth. Adj Dec 15. Batt. 

Abergavenny, Jan 16 atl. Sayce, Abergavenny. 

Ripley, Joshua, Cleckheaton, York, & Arthur Clark, Colton, Leeds, 

Cotton Spinners. Pet Dec 23. Leeds, Jan 18 at 1l. Wood & 

Killick, Bradford. 

Robinson, Juhn, Middlesbrough, York, out of business. Pet Dec 29, 

Crosby. Middlesbrough, Jan 15 at 11.30. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 

Roe, Fredk, Hulme Lancaster, out of business. Pet Dec 29, Halton. 

Salford, Jan 16 at 9.30. Hampson, Manch. 

Roff, Wm, Marlborough, Wilts, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 29. Merriman. 

Marlborough, Jan 16 at 11. Goulter, Hungerford. 

Ryder, John, South Milford, York, Shopkeeper. Pet Dee 30. Colc- 

man. Pontefract, Jan 19 at 12. Granger, Leeds. 

Scott, Geo, New Brighton, Chester, Tailor. Pet Dec 29. Lpool, Jan 

llLatll. Etty, Lpool. 

Shirreff, John, Merchant, Lpool. Pet Dec 30. Lpool, Feb 17 atl. 

Etty, Lpoo). 

Smith, John, South Eston, York, Stationer. Pet Dec 29. Crosby. 

Stockton-on-Tees, Jan13 atil. Clemmet,jun, Stockton-on-Tees. 

Tate, Joseph, Hallfields, Stafford, Shingler, Pet Dec 29. Walker. 

Dudley, Jan l5at1z. Stokes, Dudley. 

Taylor, James, Wakefield, York, Proprietor of a Travelling Bazaar. 

Pet Dec 28. Leeds, Jan llat1ll. Janson & Banks, Wakefield, 

Thomas, Zechariah Hugh, Stockton, Durham, Builder. Pet Dec 30. 
—. Stockton-on-Tees, Jan 13 at 11. Clemmet, jun, Stockton- 
on-Tees. 

Walker, Geo, Humberstone, Leicester, Nurseryman. Pet Dec 30. 
Tudor. Birm, Jan 12 ati). Freer & Reeve, Leicester. 

Walls, John Mayoh, Little Bolton, Lancaster, House Painter. Pet 
Dec 29. Holden. Bolton, Jan 13 at 11. Wawson, Bolton. 

Wharton, Geo, Salford, Lancaster, Dealer in Articlesof Vertu. Pet Dec 
30. Fardell. Manch, Jan 20 at 12. Storer, Manch. 

Woolley, Hy Bradshaw, Kingston-upon-Hull, Wine Merchant. Pet 
Dec 31. Kingston-upon-Hull, Jan 13 at 12. Rollit & Son, Hull. 

TvuesbaY, Jan. 5, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 

Andrew, Fredk Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan | (for pau). 
Murray. Jan 18at!. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Archer, Jas, Finsbury-pl, South, Attorney. Pet Jani. Murray. Jan 
18 at!. Spiller, South-pl, Finsbury. 

Arlidge, Joseph Augustine, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 28 
(for pau). Brougham. Jan 25 at 2, Miller & Miller, Sherborne-lane, 

Baker, John, Goodge-st, Tottenham-ct-rd, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 13, 
Murray. Jan 18at12. Drake, Basinghall-st, 

Beadle, Wm, Oakfield-rd, Penge, Grocer. Pet Dec3l. Febl at 1. 
Kynaston, King’s Arms-yard, Moorgate-st. 

Bennet, John, Walworth-rd, Grocer. Pet Janl. Pepys. Jan 2l at2. 
Piesse, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Bishop, Alfred, Treherne-rd, North Brixton, Banker’s Clerk. Pet Dec 
29. Jan25at2. Smith & Co, Bread-st. 

Blake, Ellen, Prisoner tor Debt, London. Pet Dec 30 (for pau). Pepys. 
Jan 15 at 2. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Booty, Chas Abbott, Oxford, Photographer. Pet Jun 1. Feb! atl. 
Poole, Bartholomew’s Closé. 

Budden, Geo, Botolph-alley, Chandler’s-shop Keeper. Pet Dec 31, 
Murray. Jan 18 at 12. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Curran, John, Gosport, Hants, Captain on half-pay. Pet Jan 2. 
Pepys. Jan 21 at 1. Fluker, Symond’s-inn. 

Everett, Fredk, Royal Exchange, Stockbroker. Pet Dec 31. Pepys. 
Jan 2l atl. Durrant, Guidhall-chambers. 

Gellibrand, Edmund Geo Toller, Nelson-ter, Stoke-Newington, Comm 
Merchant, Pet Jan 1, Feb lat 2. Rooks & Co, King-st, 
Cheapside. 

George, Wm, Southtown, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 1, 
Feb 1 at 1. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Gerring, Robt, Fenchurch-st, Commercial Traveller. Pet Dec 31, 
Pepys. Jan 1l5at 2. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Harris, John Reeves, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 1 (for pau). 
Brougham. Febl at 2. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Heatley, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 31 (for pau) 
Murray. Jan 18 at 12. Kerby, London-wall. 

Jones, Chas, Ranelagh-rd, Harrow-rd, Job Master. Pet Dec 30 
Pepys. Janl5atl. Kane, Southampton-st, King’s-cross, 

Leal, Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Tailor. Pet Dec29. Jan25at2, Smith 
& Co, Bread-st. 

Loades, Waller Augustus, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 30 
(for pau). Murray, Jan18at 11. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Marsh, Fredk Newton, Crescent-rd, Plumstead, Oilman. Pet Dec 30. 

Pepys. Jan 15at1. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Mogford, Edwin, Osxford-st, Pastrycook. Pet Dec 30. Pepys. 
Jan 15at12. Cooke, King-st, Cheapside. 

Moss, Edwd, Moorgate-st, Solicitor. Pet Nov 28. Pepys. Jan 15 at 
11. Lawrence, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Moss, David, Draper-st, Newington Butts, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 2. 





Ivey, imathy, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler. “Pet Dec 31. Exeter, 
1] at 12.30. Floud, Exeter. 


Feb 1 at 2, Padmore, Westminster-bridge-rd. 
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Payne, Jas, Trafalgar-crove, East Greenwich, Poulterer. Pet Dec 
20. Murray. Jan 13 at 12. Wheatley, Symond’s-ina, Chancery - 
lane. 

Perfitt, Philip Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 31 (for pan). 

Brougham. Feblat!. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden 

Pinchiu, Hy,High-st, Peckham, Baker. Pet Dec 30. Pepys. Jan 15 
at 1. Fisher, Doughty -8t, Mecklenburg: sq. 

Reading » Soba, Surbiton-hill, Retailer of Beer, Pet Dec3l. Pepys. 
Jan 15 at 2 Godfrey, Hatton- garden. 

Vm, Clements-lane, Lombard-st, Bill Broker. Pet Jan 1. 

— 18atl. Thomas & Hollams, Commercial-sale Rooms, 











ing 
Sleeman, Hy Be. (ford, Leadenhall-st, & Neville Perey Plante, Coleman - 
st, Mc Ichants. pet Jan2. Feblat2. Miller & Smith, Watling-st. 
Sprange, Alfred Daul, Princes-sqg, Bayswater, Teacher. Pet Dec 31. 
Feb i atl2. Sole % Co, Aldermanbury. 
mac Goo Hy, San dwich, Kent, Clerkin Holy Orders, Pet Jan 1. 
7 Janisati. Pareons, King William-st, Charing-cross. 
hos, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing- beat Owner. Pet Jan 2. Mur- 
ray. Jan lsatl. Link laters & Co, Walbrook. 
Tucker, —_ Edwa, Re ood-laue, Comm Merchant. Pet Dec 30 (for pau}. 












Pepys. Jan 154 Biddies, South-sq, Gray’s- inn. 
Up ‘hos, Dart ord, Kent, Fruit Dealer. Pet Jan 1. Pepys. Jan 
2 tussell & Co, Oid Jewry- -chambers. 


tidse, Wetch Maker. Pet Jan2. Feb 3at 11. Cole, 
Ser 
Wickens. Hy, Palmerston -bldgs, Old Broad-st, Solicitor. 


Pet Dec 31. 
Pepyr. Jan 15at2. Chi diey, Old Jewry. 
Willa 12s, Rich a, Princess-ter, Upton- rd, Kil “—e Plumber. 
y- JanISatl. Busby, Oxford- -st, Regent’s-circus, 
, Tolmers-sq, Hampstead-rd, Gil der. PetJan 1. Feb! 
idder, Join-st, Bedford-row. 
To Surrer.der in the Couniry. 
m, Bollam-lane, Nottingham, Gardener. Pet Dec 31. 
Retford, Jan 1s at 10. Bescoby, East Retford. 
er, Bury, out of business. PetJan!. Macrae. 
ale & Co, Manch. 
ytown, Cumberland, Ropemaker. 
Haltou. Cari Jan i$ at1ll. Wannop, Carlisle, 
Birley, Tho erson, Sittingbourne, Kect, Plumber. Pet Jan 2. 
Hills. Sit gio. inne, Jan 16at12 Hayward, Rochester. 
t d, Stafford, Horsebreaker. Pet Dec 30 
in 15 ati2. Sh 1¢ldon, Wednesbury. 
dswe rth, Stafford, Journeyman Carpenter. 
birm, Jan 29at10. Duke, Birm. 
rd, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet Dec 31. Patchitt. 
at 10.30. “Ashwell, Nottingham. 
; Devon, Currier. Vet Dee 29. Reoker. Bideford, 
ft, Barnstaple. 
-Sittingbourne, Kent, Coal Merchant. Pet Jan 
ne, Jan i19atli.30. Willis, Sittingbourne. 
Wa: wick, Photographer. Pet Dec 21. Hubbard. 
Smallbone, Coventry. 
st Emanuel Pickup, Cowne, Lancaster, Cotton 
Mavat ¢ Pet Dec 15. Fardel!l. Manch,Jan19a:i2. Cob- 
ett & Co, Manch. 
Ellis, _Bloses, Ha ilfax, Te ork, Stone Mason. 
J : 10. Storey, Halifax. 
R ton, ince aster, Sinailware Dealer. 
ton, Jan 19 at id. 
Cardiff, Glamorgan, Dock Policeman. Pet Jan 2. 
if, Jan l6atll. Morgan, Cardiff. 
*, Fordingbridge, Hants, Journeyman Cabinet 
Jobns. Fordingbridge, Jan 13 at 10. 
Adj Dec 31. Hill. Birm, Jan 20 at 12. 





Pet Jan 












Barnfather, Isa Pet Dec 30. 
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Tet Dec 31. Rankin, 






‘ 


Adj Dec 16° 


for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Dee 16. Hulton. 

» Monmouth, out of business. Pet Dec 29. 

Newport : ek 15 at li. Cathcart, Newport. 

Jas, jun, Newport, Isié of Wight, Horse Dealer. Pet Dec 31. 

rd. tony ai h, Jan 23 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Hawkhead, Wm Clayborough, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan }. 
Lees, Jan igatil. Myers, Leeds. 

Hoi ime s, Joun, & Cuas Hoimes, Sciby, York, Rope Makers. 

d. Se iby, Jan 20 atii. Haigh & Son, Selby. 

es#, Alice Mary, Bath, Somerset, Barmaid. 

_batl 1,Janisati:, Wilton, Bath. 

John, & Wim Reed, Sheffield, Jviners. 

Ferneli, Sheffield. 

James, Jit, Aberyets ith, Cardigan, Joiner. Pet Dec 22. Jenkins. 
Abersetwith, Jan 20 at 9. Atwood, Aberystwith. 

Jones, Sa “1 “Mian dol, Salop, Wire "Worker. Pet Dec 30. Peele, 
Sirewobury,Jan 20 at li. Morris, Sarewsbary. 

Keeiing, Jobn, Harborne, Stafford, Confectioner. Pet Jan 1. Guest. 

nz¥ ot 10. = cques, Birm. 

an, Lira, Metal Broker. Pet Jan !. Tador. Birm 

, Stubbs & Fowke, Birm, 

Birm, Wood Turner. Pet Dec 25, Hill. Dirm, Jan 20 at 
s & Griffin, Virm., 

<a, Ebbw Vale, Monmouth, Chemist. Pet Dec 31. 
Shepard. Tredegar, Jau Zz ati. Views, "Merthyr Tydfil. 

Lyon, Hy Lotharn, Jancaster, St Helen's, out of business. Pet Jan 2. 
Ansdel). St liclen’s, Jan 19 at 11. Beasley, St Helen’s. 

Nicholls, Phi ‘ip, Goginan, Cardigan, lunkeeper. Pet Dec 22. Jenkins. 
Aber yewwith, Jan 20 at 9. Atwood, Aberystwith. 

Nixon, Thos Jas, Jarrow, Durham, Builder, Yet Dec 31. Gibson, 
ew castleenpon Tyne, Jun is at 12, Hoyle & Co, Newcastle-upon- 
yoe, 

Natta, Jos, Lpool, out of business. Pet Dec 30. Hime. Lpool, Jan 
16 at 3, Holden, Lpool. 


Pet Jan 2, 
Pet Dee 19. 
Pet Jau 4. Leeds, 















Kaggett, lary, Luton, Bedford, Bootmaker. Pet Jan 3. Austin, 
Luton, Jan i9 at 19, Hicks, ‘Btrand. 
Remshaw, Simpoon, Newcastle upon-Tyne, out of business, Pet Doc 


e Clayton. ewcustie, Jan 16 at 10. Stewart, Newcastle-upon- 

pre, 

Roberts, Jas, Toxteth- “park, Lancaster, pracias, Pet Dec 23, Hime. 
Ly, Jan 4b ae 2. } ackhurat, Lpocl, 


aa ae 


—— 


Robertson, John, Manch, Joiner. [Pet Dec 28. panes, Manech, 


Jan 21 at 11. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 
Rockett, Ann, Stockland, Deyon, Grocer. Pet Dec 31. Bong 
Axminster, Jan !4 at 12.30. Tweed, Honiton. x 
Shoreland, John, Porthcawl, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet Dec bi 
Wilde. Bristoi, Jan 15 at 11. Dixon, Briton Ferry. 
Sirrell, Jchn, Dilwyn, Hereford, Relieving Officer. Pet Dec 31, 
Robinson. Leominsler, Jan 20 at 11. Gregg, Leominster, 

Smith, Robt, Fairfield, Derby, Provision Dealer. Pet Jan 1. Ben: 
Chapel-en-! e-Frith, Jan 19 ‘at 12. Goodman, Chapel-en- Ps Frith. 
Thorne, Jas Hy, Lpool, Comm Agent. Adj Jan 17. Lpool, Jan 18 atti, 
Troulan, Louis Juseph, Taunton, Somersetshire, Optician. Pet Dee 31, 

Meyler. Taunton, Jan 16 at 1}. Trenchard, Taunton. 
Wainwright, Terah, Stourport, Worcester, Licensed Beerseller. Pet 
— 31. Taibot. Kidderminster, Jan 20 at 10. Prescott, Stour. 
ridge, 
Wait, Matthew, Lpool, Cabinet Maker. 
Jan 15 at 3. Nordon, Lpool. 
Webb, Hy, Leamington Priors, Warwick, out of business. Pet Dec 
boa Tibbitts. Warwick, Jan 23 at 11. Passmore, Leamington 
riors. : 
Wheeler, Wm, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Nailer. Pet Jan 1. Crisp, 
Worcester, Jan 20 at 11. Allen, Worcester. 
Wilcox, Hy, Bath, Somerset, Baker. Pet Dec 31. Smith. Bath, Jan 
18 at ll. Bartrum, Bath, 
Williams, Jacob, Lpoo}, Cabinet Maker. Pet Dec 30. Hime. Lpool, 
Jan 15 at 3.30. Barker, Lpool. 
Woods, Alfred, Cardiff, out of business. Pet Dec 31, Wilde. Bristol, 
van 15 at 1h. Morgan, Cardiff. 


Pet Dec 30. Hime. Lpool, 
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LIFE ASSURANCE 
7, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 


posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 


nr 


Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the foll owing 
form :— 
Proposat ror Loax on MortGaces, 

Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annualor other pcyments) 

Security (state shortly the particu’ars of security, and, if land or build- 
ings, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN C CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary, 


SLACK'S SILVER ELEC’ [RO PLATE is a coat. 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders itin aypearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Siiver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King's. 
£8. d. £s. d. £84. £44. 











Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 Oandil 18 0 240 212 0 
Dessert ditto ..ccceccseee | O Gand! 10 OU 112 0 11s 6 
Table Spoons .....e.- eooe 110 Oandl 18 0 240 210 0 
Dessert ditto » 1 0 Oandl 10 0 112 0 115 0 
Tea Spoons ...-. «» O12 OandO is 0 i a 1590 

Every Article tor tl 1e “Table asin Silvey, A Sample Tea Spoon for- 


wardeion rece of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 335, STRAND, LONDON, 
= LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE- IR IN WAR E- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality:— 
Iron Fenders, 38.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-rocin ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 28, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handies to take off, 18s, setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, $s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
Is, 6d, setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d, <A set of Kitchen Uten- 
Bils for cottage, £3, Slack’ 8 Cutlery has been cclevrated fur 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., i6s., and 188, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks,$s. 9d. and l2s,; Biack Horn ditto, $s. and 10s. All ware 
ranted. 
As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pure 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmor- 
gery, &.. Maybe had gratis or postfree, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices tor which their establishment has been 
a for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per 
” RICHARD & JOUN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset Ilousa. 


‘HE, LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 
account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 

inn, Barrister-at-Law, London, 

‘*1 am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 

who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V. C, Woop in 

* McAndrew v. Bassett,” March 4, 

Office, 59, Carey-stroet, Ww. v.C. 








volume, crown $0, pric . 
A TREATISE, ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL, Doticetas, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 


Kichard Torin Kinders a OLIVE STEPHEN ROUND, of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, Rarriater-aylaw 





+ 59 Carey-street, Lineoln’s-inn, W.O. 


